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(1) Maritime service employees: The 

amount of the tips and other cash gratui
ties received by a maritime service employee 
shall be deemed to be equal to whichever of 
the following amounts per day is applicable 
for each day of full-time employment: bar
tender, $1.70; bellboy, $1.80; deck steward, 
$2; headwaiter, $3.35; night steward, $1; room 
steward, $2.90; salon steward, $1.75; stew
ardess, $1.65; waiter, $2.50." 

Subsection (p) subdivision (4) pro
vides that under certain conditions, no 
tips shall be included as remuneration 
for social security purposes. Tips or cash 
gratuities shall not be included where 
(a) acceptance of tips or gratuities is 
not allowed; (b) notice is displayed that 
tips are not allowed; (c) employer adopts 
reasonable means to insure that tips or 
cash gratuities are not received; <d> em
ployer submits to the Secretary a state
ment setting forth that tips are not al
lowed and methods to obtain compliance 
by customers and employees. 

Subsection (p) subdivision (5) pro
vides that an employer at his own option 
or upon the request by the employee may 
withhold from the employee's base wages 
the social security taxes due on the 
actual tips reported or on the estimated 
tips collected during the month. 

Subsection (p) subdivision (6) pro
vides that the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
the provisions of the bill and to prescribe 
rules for the review of the amount re
ported. 

Section 4 of the bill deals with the 
effective date of the law and provides 
that the amendments shall apply only to 
tips received on and after the first day 
of the second month which begins more 
than 10 days after the enactment into 
law. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, FEBRL'ARY 19, 1960 

(Legislative day of Monday, February 
15, 1960) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by Senator MIKE MANS
FIELD, of Montana, Acting President pro 
tempore. 

Rev. Richard M. Langsdale, pastor, 
St. Mark's Lutheran Church, Evansville, 
Ind., offered the following prayer: 

Thou alone, 0 God, art Lord of life, 
Creator and Ruler of the universe and 
of man. We are Thy children-stewards 
of the community of man and instru
ments only of Thine eternal purposes. 

We thank Thee for the privilege of 
world leadership to which our Nation 
has been raised. Forgive us, we pray, 
when in vanity or folly we sometimes 
neglect or fall short of the responsibili-
ties this privilege lays upon us. · 

Give to the Members of this Senate
and to us all-a double portion of Thy 
spirit, that we may consistently employ 
the wisdom to discern, the courage to 
care for, and the integrity to act within 
ny holy will for man. 

The custom of rewarding a person for 
satisfactory services rendered is an an
cient one. This custom has become 
highly formalized with the development 
of our social habits. Considerable dis· 
cussion is devoted to it in our best eti":' 
quette books. It has also become a fixed 
part of our economic system and, as a 
result, millions of our workers today de
pend upon the receipt of gratuities or 
tips in order to earn a living. 

We are all aware of this. Each time 
we eat in a restaurant, get a shoeshine, 
have our luggage handled, we know that 
the person serving us must depend upon 
our tipping him for a substantial portion 
of his or her daily wages. It is now part 
of the system governing the relations of 
these persons with their employers. 

As I understand, a great many of 
these personal service personnel would 
like to see the system changed. They 
would prefer to have an assured weekly 
wage and have the cost of their services 
taken up in the bill presented by the em
ployer to the customer. This, of course, 
is a subject which is beyond the power 
of a legislature to handle. 

During my travels throughout Europe, 
I noted that the employer includes the 
amount of the employee's tips as part of 
the bill. The practice is to allocate a 
percentage of the total bill as tips. The 
percentage which was most frequently 
used was 13 percent. 

Service employees, however, have an
other problem, one for which the Con
gress, and the Committee on Ways and 
Means in particular, should take respon
sibility. They are denied the behefit of 
social security coverage of that portion 
of their income which comes directly 
from the customers they serve. Only the 
low basic wage, which they receive from 

Endow us, Father, with the faith to 
acknowledge that our Nation's destiny 
and meaning-together with our acts in 
its behalf-are weighed ultimately in 
the balance of Thine eternal purposes. 

Ours is the privilege of world leader
ship, but Thine is the kingdom, and the 
power, and the glory. In Christ's name. 
Amen. · 

.DESIGNATIO.N OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U. S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., February 19, 1960. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, a Senator 
from the State of Montana, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

CARL HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MANSFIELD thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE.:. JOURNAL , 
On request of Mr. JoHNsoN .of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, ·the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings' of 
Thursday, February 18, 1960, wa.s dis· 
pen-sed with. 

their employer, may be credited as wages 
under the present· law, except in a small 
percentage of cases where the employer 
requires the employee to account to him 
the amount of tips. The injustice of this 
treatment is manifest. When these peo
ple become eligible to receive their social 
security benefits, they find themselves 
entitled to payments which fail to re:fiect 
their true earnings histories. This is 
because . the wages which have been 
credited to them in many cases make up 
as little as one-half or one-third of their 
total earnings, counting their tips. 

My proposals and proposals similar to 
mine have met with opposition from only 
one quarter-the associations of em
ployers of personal service personnel, the 
restaurant and hotel operators. The 
reason they have advanced for their po
sition is difficulty of administration-al
though, one cannot help but recognize 
that if the proposal were adopted their 
employer's taxes would be increased. 
The difficulty, they claim, arises in as
certaining the sums involved in the tips 
received by their employees. 

If difficulty of administration were al
lowed to prevent the adoption of worth
while legislation, most of the activities 
of the Federal Government would never 
have been undertaken. In this instance 
the administration of the bill, while in~ 
tricate, is not impracticable. The people 
affected by my bill are entitled to con
sisten~ treatment by the Government. 
We have found ways to collect income 
tax~s based upon their tips. There is no 
reason why we should deny them social 
security protection on an equal basis. 
Simple justice requires that Congress 
treat service employees fairly and grant 
these worthy citizens the protection in
tendep for all workers by the Social Se
curity Act. 

MESSAGES FRoM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi· 

dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries: 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to · the appropriate com
mittees. 

<For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings,) 

STATE AND LOCAL WITHHOLDING 
. OF INCOME TAXES-CORREC
TION 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, during 

the morning hour yesterday I called at
tention t9 H.R. 3151, which authorizes 
withholding by the Federal Government 
of certain income or wage taxes imposed 
by local governments upon Federal em
ployees, and urged favorable considera
tion of the bill by the Senate. 
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The distinguished senior Senator from 

Georgia [Mr. RussELL] then asked me 
a question to which I regret I gave an 
answer that was not . entirely correct. 

He asked me whether the Federal 
Government does not now extend comity 
to the States in the matter of withhold
ing and I said it did not. The fact · is 
that it extends comity to the States but 
not to the local subdivision of the States. 
H.R. 3151 would extend this principle so 
that certain local governments, which 
now withhold Federal income taxes from 
their employees would receive reciproc
ity from the Federal Government. 

The fact that the States do now re
ceive reciprocal treatment from the Fed
eral Government seems to me to be a 
further argument why this treatment 
should be extended to their political sub
divisions as well. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

suspension (wltb accompanying papers); to 
the Comm!ttee on the Judiciary. 

BI:PO:aT ON A.DliiiNIST'RATION OJ' F'AI:a LABOR 
STANDARDS A~ 

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans· 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
administration ·of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act, during the fiscal year 1959 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as in
dicated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore: 

Resolution of the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the 
Committee on Armed Services: 
"RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS 

OF THE UNITED STATES To ENACT LEGISLA
TION INCREASING RETIREMENT BENEFITS OF 
CERTAIN RETmED MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES 

"Whereas there is now pending before the 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- Congress of the United States a bill relative 

dent, I ask unanimous consent that there to the improvement of benefits for members 
may be the usual morning hour, with of the u.s. Armed Forces who retired prior to 
statements limited to 3 minutes. June 1, 1958; Therefore be it 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- "Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts respectfully urges the Congress of 

pore. Without objection, it · 1ft so · the United States to enact legislation that 
ordered. will increase the retirement benefits payable 

t .o ·those members of the Armed Forces who 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

retired prior to June 1, 1958; and be it further 
"Resolved, That the ~ecretary of the Com

monwealth transmit forthwith copies of this 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- resolution to the Presiding Officer of each 

branch of the Congress of the United States 
pore laid before the Senate the following and to each Member thereof from the com
letters, which were referred as indicated: monwealth. 

REPORT ON REAPPORTIONMENT OF AN 
APPROPRIATION 

A letter from the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
reporting, pursuant to law, that the admin
istrative expense authorization of the Com
modity Credit Corp. for the fiscal year 1960 
had been reapportioned on a basis which 
indicates the necessity for a. supplemental 
estimate of administrative expense authori
zation; to the Commit"!iee on Appropriations. 

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES AND 'TRANSACTIONS 
UNDER MERCHANT SHIP SALES ACT OF 1946 
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of the 
Maritime Administration on the activities 
and transactions under the Merchant Ship 
Sale.s Act of 1946, from· October 1, 1959, 
through December 31, 1959 (with an accom
panying report) ; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

TITLE CHANGE OF AsSISTANT DmECTOR OF 
• COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 

A letter from the Under Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to change the title of the Assistant 
Director of the Coast and Geodetic Survey 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com~ 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 

Two letters from the Commissioner, Immi
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, copies of orders suspending deportation 
of Joseph Bilenco, also known as Joseph 
Addison Blake, and Pedro Ramirez-Cordova, 
together with a. statement of. the facts and 
pertinent provisioll.IJ ef law .pertaining · to 
ea.ch alien, and, the re~ons. !or ordering such 

"Adopted by the senate, February 1, 1960. 
"IRVING N. HAYDEN, 

"Clerk. 
"Adopted by the house of representatives 

in concurrence, February 4, 1960. 

"Attest: 

"LAWRENCE R. GROVE, 
"Clerk. 

"JOSEPH D. WARD, 
"Secretary of the Commonwealth." 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of Mississippi; to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare: 

"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 13 
"Concurrent resolution memorializing the 

Congress of the United . States to extend 
the time limits of the veterans education 
program established by the Federal Gov· 
ernment pertaining to World War II and 
Korean conflict veterans 
"Whereas millions of veterans of World 

War II and the Korean conflict have been 
educated under the provisions of the veter· 
ans education program established by the 
Federal Government; and 

"Whereas many veterans were able to ob
tain further education through the benefits 
of the veterans · education program which 
would not have been possible otherwise; and 
· "Whereas the education of millions of 
veterans has contributed to an increase in 
the level of education of this country and 
has produced a major national asset in better 
and more skilled manpower and has done 
much to improve the economy of our coun
try; and 

"Whereas reliable statistics have proved 
that increased income to veterans resulting 
from higher education and improved skills 
wiD· more than _reimburse _ the national treas
ury of the entire cost ~f the GI training pro
gram by ~970; a~d 

"Whereas the President of the United 
States, by Executive order on January 31, 
1955, stopped the educational benefits for 
persons serving in the Armed Forces of the 
U.nited States after February 1, 1955; and 

"Whereas it is believed that as long as the 
draft is continued that all persons serving 
in the Armeed Forces should be extended the 
educational benefits that were granted to 
veterans serving prior to February 1, 1955; 
and 

"Whereas it has been established by re
liable statistics that the investment in edu
cation for our own American youth will be 
more than repaid to the public treasury 
through increased taxes, resulting from high
er incomes earned by such veterans: Now. 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of Mississippi (the Senate con
curring therein), That the Legislature of the 
State of Mississippi does hereby memorialize 
the Congress of the United States to extend 
GI education benefits to all veterans who en
tered or who will enter military service from 
and after February 1, 1955, and that such 
educational benefits be extended as long as 
and provision of the draft law shall exist; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That upon adoption of this 
resolution, a copy thereof be mailed by the 
clerk of the l;louse of representatives to the 
President of the U.S. Senate, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the Congress 
of the United States, and to each Member 
of the Congress from the Sta~e of Mississippi. 

"Adopted by the house of representatives 
February 2, 1960. 

"WALTER SILER, 
"Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
"Adopted by the senate February 3, 1960. 

"PAUL B. JOHNSON, 
"President of the Senate." 

Memorials signed by Ross Boling, and 
sundry citizens of the State o! Texas, and 
Lucy Ann York, and sundry citizens of the 
State of Wisconsin, remonstrating · against 
the adoption of the resolution (S. Res. 94) 
relating to the recognition of the jurisdic
tion of the International Court of Justice in 
certain disputes hereafter arising; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted at a mass meeting of 
Americans of Lithuanian descent of the city 
of Miami, Fla., favoring a firm stand a,gainst 
the expansion of communism in the free 
world; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

A telegram in the nature of a memorial, 
signed by St. Clair Goolsby, of Cartersville, 
Ga., remonstrating against the enactment of 
the pending civil rights bill; ordered tO lie 
on the table. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA LEGISLATURE 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, on behalf of myself and 
my colleague, the junior Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], I pre- . 
sent a concurrent resolution of the 
South Carolina General Assembly me
morializing the Congress of the United 
States to propose an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States rela
.tive to balancing the expenditures and 
the income of the (}oyernment of the 
United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
resolution be printed in the RECORD, and 
referred to the appropriate committee. 

·There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution was referred to the Com:
mittee on the Judiciary, and, under 1ib.e 
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·rule, ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
'CONCURRENT RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING THE 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES TO PROPOSE 
AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION OF 
'l'HE UNITED STATES RELATIVE TO BALANCING 
'l'HE EXPENDITURES AND THE INCOME OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
Whereas the U.S. Government is presently 

indebted in a minimum sum of $295 billion 
and the debt increases each :year; and 

Whereas the U.S. Government now pays ap
proximately $9 billion in interest on the pres
ent indebtedness each fiscal year; and 

Whereas the value of a dollar continues 
to decrease: particularly since World War II, 
largely due to the inflationary fiscal policy of 
the Federal Government; and 

Whereas the people of the United States are 
already bearing a practically confiscatory and 
excessive burden of taxes, particularly from 
the Federal Government; and 

Whereas the power to tax is the power to 
destroy, and the present level of taxation on 
the people has reached the point of dimin
ishing return: Now, therefore, be. it 

Resolved by the house of representatives 
(the senate concurring). That the general 
assembly hereby urges and memoralizes the 
Congress of the United States to propose to 
the States an amendment to the Constitu
tion of the United States as provided by 
article V of the Constitution, to read as 
follows, to wit: 

"Section 1. On or before the 15th day after 
the beginning of each regular session of the 
Congress, the President shall transmit to· the 
Congress a budget which shall set forth his 
estimate of the receipts of the Government, 
other than trust funds, during the ensuing 
fiscal year under the laws then existing and 
his recommendations with respect to expend
itures to be made from funds other than 
trust funds during such ensuing fiscal year, 
which shall not exceed such estimate of. the 
receipts. The President in transmitting such 
budget may recommend measures for rais
ing additional revenue and his recommenda
tions for the expenditure of such additional 
revenue. If the Congress shall authorize ex
penditures to be made during such ensuing 
fiscal year in excess of such est~mate of the 
receipts, it shall · not adjourn for more than 
3 days at a time until such action has been 
taken as may be necessary to balance the 
budget for such ensuing fiscal year . . In case 
of war or other grave national emergency, if 
the President shall so recommend, the Con
gress by a vote of three-fourths of all the 
members of each House may suspend the fore
going provisions for balancing the budget for 
periods, either successive or otherwise, not 
exceeding 1 year each. 

SEc. 2. This article shall take effect on the 
first day of the calendar year next following 
the ratification of this article. 

SEc. 3. This article shall be inoperative un
less it shall have been ratified as an amend
ment to the Constitution by the legislature 
of three-fourths of the several States within 
7 years from the date of its submission to 
the States by the Congress; and be it further 

Resolved, That a certified copy of this reso
lution be furnished to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House· of. 
Representatives of the Congress, and to each 
congressional Representative from the State. 

RESOLUTION OF TRANS-MISSOURI
KANSAS SHIPPERS BOARD-

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the 
Trans-Missouri-Kansas Shippers Board 
at its regular meetfug adopted a resolu
tion urging repeal of the remaining 
excise taxes on transportation · of 
passengers. 

The Trans-Missouri-Kansas Shippers 
is a voluntary organization consisting of 
a large number of .rail shippers loc~ted 
in the States of Missouri and Kansas 
and portions of Oklahoma, Arkansas, 
and Illinois. · .. · 

The excise tax . on transportation of 
persons was placed on our statutes in 
a time of war and at a time when we 
were trying to· discourage passenger 
travel. Now that that period is passed, 
it occurs to me that Congress ~hould 
give every consideration to repeal of the 
tax. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
resolution be printed in the RECORD, and 
referred to the appropriate committee. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 1 

RESOLUTION URGING REPEAL OF EXCISE TAXES 
UPON THE FOR-HIRE TRANSPORTATION OF 
PERSpNS 
Whereas this board has on other occa

sions adopted resolutions urging repeal of 
the then existing Federal excise tax upon the 
transportation of persons and property as 
being discriminatory and contrary to the 
best interests of the travelfng and shipping 
public in a sound, adequate and efficient 
transportation system; and 

Whereas the 85th Congress, by Public Law . 
No. 85-475, repeafed the Federal excise tax 
upon the transportation of property but left 
in effect the· 10 percent excise tax on the 
for-hire transportation of persons; and • 

Whereas the 85th Congress, by Public Law 
No. 86-75, provided for reduction of the 
excise tax upon the for-hire transportation 
of persons from 10 percent to 5 percent on 
and after July 1, 1960; and 

Whereas in the opinion of this board the 
continued exaction of excise tax upon the 
for-hire transportation of persons has had 
and will continue to have effect adverse to 
the interests of this country in sound, ade
quate and efficient public transportation: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved' by the Trans-Missouri:.Kan~as 
Shippers Board in convention assembled at 
Kansas City, Mo., ~hat Federal e.xcise taxes 
upon the for-hire' transportation of persons 
should be repealed as discriminatory, self
de.feating and contrary to the best interests 
of the traveling and shipping public ~n a 
sound, adequate and efficient for-hire trans
portation system; and be it further 

Resolved, That the president of this board 
forward a copy of this resolution to each 
member of the House Ways and Means Com
mittee, the Senate Finance Committee, ~nd 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittees of both the Senate and Hquse ·ot 
Representatives of the U.S. Congress. · 

REPORT ENTITLED "NATIONAL POL
ICY MACIDNERY IN COMMUNIST 
CHINA" <S. REPT. NO. 1096) 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, from 

the Committee on Government Opera
tions, pursuant to s. Res. 115, 86th· Con
gress, I submit a report on "National 
Policy Machinery· in Coinm.unist China:• 

I ask that this study, which was pte
pared by the staff of ·the Subcommittee 
op. National Policy . Machinery~ in co
operation with the. executive branch,- be 
printed as a Senate report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro. tem
pore. The report Will be recctvea arid 
printed; as . requested py the Senator 
fro~ Washington.. . · · 

Bil:~pS INTRODUCED , 
, Bills were introduced, read the first 
tiine~ and, by tinariimous consent, the 
second' time, and ·referred as follows: 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: -' 
S. 3068. A blll for the relief of Zohry Nuby 

(also known as Zoe Francis); -to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) : 
S. 3069. A bill to authorize the Federal 

Power Commission to delegate its functions; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 
he introduced the above bi_ll, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: 
S. 3070. A bill to provide for the removal 

of the restriction on use with respect to cer
t.ain lands in Morton County, N. Dak., 
conveyed to the State of North Dakota on 
July 20, 1955; to the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry. 

~· 3071. A bill to promote the ut111zation 
of Indian-owned resources by Indians of the 
Three Affiliated Tribes of the Fort Berthold 
Reservation; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by request): 
S. 3072. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Treasury to effect the payment of cer
tain claims against the United States; to the 
Committee on Foreign Rela tlons. 

(See the remarks of Mr. FuLBRIGHT when he 
introduced the abo-ve. bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr r DOUGLAS:. 
S. 3073. A bill relating to the effective date 

of the qualification of the Pattern Makers' 
Pension Trust Fund of Chicago as a quali
fied trust under section 401 (a) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954; to the Com
mittee· on Finance. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by request): 
S. 3074. A bill to provide for the partici

pation of the United States in the Interna
tional Development Association; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Fux.BRtGHT when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

. By Mr. ALLOT!': 
S. 3075. A bill for the relie! o! Edward T. 

Paca:; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
S. 3076. A b111 for the. relie! of I>aisy Pong 

Hi Tong Li; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. CLARK (for himself and Mr. 
ScOTT): 

S. 3077. A bill to provide for the designa
tion, under the provisions of section 1109 (b) 
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, of the 
?ort Erie Airport, Erie, Pa., as a port of en
try for civil aircraft; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign pommerce. 

DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS BY 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

· Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by 
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to ·authorize the Federal 
Power Commission to delegate its func
tions. I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter from the Chairman of the Com
mission, requesting the proposed legis
lation,. be printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. 'rhe bill will be received and 
appropriately._ ·referred; ·and, without 
o~Jection, the ·letter will be printed -in 
the RECORD. 
· The bill <S. 3069) to authorize-the Fed

eral Power Commission to delegate its 
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functions, intl:oduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, 
by request, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON 
is as follows: 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
washington, February 5, 1960. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and For· 

eign Commerce, U.S. Senate, Washing• 
ton, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On April 24, 1959, 
in compliance with a request from your of
fice, we submitted a draft bill to amend 
the Natural Gas Act, the text of which, pre
pared by our staff, was intended to effectuate 
the Commission's legislative recommenda
tions which appeared in our 38th Annual 
Report (1958). A draft bill to amend the 
Federal Power Act, similar in purpose, was 
sent on May 7. 

The Commission's 39th Annual Report 
(1959) has just been published. It con
tains the same legislative recommendations 
as did the 1958 report except for a new item 
20 on page 22, recommending that the Com
mission be given authority to delegate to 
one or more Commissioners or subord-inates 
any portion o! its functions now requiring 
Commission action under the Federal Power 
or Natural Gas Acts. 

A draft bill to effect that recommendation, 
patterned after the statute giving delegation 
authority to the Federal Communications 
Commission (47 U.S.C. 155 (d)), has been 
prepared and two copies thereof are en
closed. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME K . KUYKENDALL, 

Chairman. 

PAYMENT OF CERTAIN CLAIMS 
AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by 
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Treasury to e1Iect the payment of 
certain claims against the United States. 

The proposed legislation has been re
quested by the Secretary of State in a 
letter to the Vice President of January 
29, 1960, and I am introducing it in order 
that there may be a specific bill to which 
Members of the Senate and the public 
may direct their attention and com
ments. 

I reserve the right to support or op
pose this bill as well as any suggested 
amendments to it. A quick perusal of 
the bill indicates to me, however, that 
claims of this nature could be paid di
rectly out of U.S.-owned foreign cur
rencies, and I expect to examine this 
possibility when the bill is considered by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

I ask unanimous -consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at this point, 
together with the letter from the Secre
tary of State and its accompanying re
port. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill, letter, and report will 
be printed in the RECORD. 
, The bill <S. 3072) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to e1Iect the 
payment of certain claims against the 
United States, introduced by Mr. FuL
BRIGHT, by request, was received, read 
twice by .its title,. referred to the Com:. 

mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United. States . of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is hereby author• 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
such sum as may be necessary to effect full 
and final settlement of the following claixns 
against the United States: 

(a) Claixns of the Government of Israel 
1n the sum of NF45,274.25 ($9,190.67) on · 
behalf of Izhaq Cohen and in the sum of 
NF36,582.12 ($7,426.17) on behalf of Jacob 
Kashi, arising as a consequence of injuries 
sustained by Izhaq Cohen and Jacob Kashi 
in an automobile accident which occurred 
at Paris, France, on April 22, 1956, involving 
a Government-owned vehicle of the United 
States Embassy at Paris; 

(b) Claim of the Government of France 
in the sum of NF16,454.59 ($3,340.28) on 
behalf of Marie Kerardy arising as a conse
quence of injuries sustained by Marie Ker
ardy in an automobile accident which oc
curred at Paris, France, on January 13, 1954, 
involving a Government-owned vehicle of 
the United States Embassy at Paris. 

In all, $19,957.12, together with such addi
tional sums due to increases in rates of ex
change as may be necessary to pay the 
claims in the foreign currency specified. 

The letter and report presented by Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT are as follows: 
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President of the Senate. 

DEAR MR. VICE PRESIDENT: I enclose for 
your consideration a report and recom
mendation regarding legislation to enable 
this Government to effect settlement of 
claims of the Governments of Israel and 
France against the United States, in the 
total sum of approximately $19,957.12 . . 

The claims of the Government of Israel 
were presented to the_ U.S. Government 
through the diplomatic channel on March 
12, 1958, and are on behalf of Mr. Izhaq 
Cohen and Mr. Jacob Kashi, Israeli nation
als, in the amounts of NF45,274.25 (French 
new francs) ($9,190.67), and NF36,582.12 
(French new francs) ($7,426.17), respectively. 
The claims are based on personal injuries 
and losses sustained by Messrs. · Cohen and 
Kashi in an automobile accident at Paris on 
April 22, 1956, which was caused by the negli
gent operation by an employee of the United 
States of a Government-owned vehicle of 
the U.S. Embassy at Paris. 

The claim of the · Government of France 
was presented to the · U.S. Government 
through the diplomatic channel on October 
10, 1958, and is on behalf of Mrs. Marie 
Kerardy, a French national, in the 
amount of NF16,454.59 (French new francs) 
($3,340.28). The claim is based on per
sonal injuries and losses sustained by Mrs. 
Kerardy in an automobile accident at Paris 
on January 13, 1954, which was caused by the 
negligent o}:ieration by an employee of the 
United States of a Government-owned ve
hicle of the U.S. Embassy at Paris. 

The claims are meritorious and the United 
States is legally liable for their payment. 
The amounts asked are not excessive. There 
is, however, no existing legislative authority 
for their settlement. I shall, therefore, be 
gratified 1! you will cause legislation to be 
introduced in the U.S. Senate and if you 
will endeavor to have it enacted as soon as 
possible. A suggested draft bill is enclosed. 

A similar letter is being sent to the Speak
er of the House of Representatives. 

The Department has been advised by the 
Bureau of the Budget tha.t there is no ob
jection to the subinlsslon of this proposal 
to the Congress for its consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHRISTIAN A. HERTER. 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING 
CLAIMS OF THE GOVERNMENTS OJ' IsRAEL AND 
FRANCE AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT OJ' THE 
UNITED STATES 

I. CLAIMS OJ' THE GOVERNMENT OF ISRAEL ON 
BEHALF OF IZHAQ COHEN AND JACOB KASHI 
On March 12, 1958, the Government of 

Israel presented to the U.S. Govern
ment claims on behalf of Izhaq Cohen and 
Jacob Kashi, Israeli citizens, for 4,527,425 
French francs and 3,658,212 French francs, 
respectively, or a total of 8,185,637 French 
francs, on account of injuries sustained by 
them in an accident at Paris oii April 22, 
1956, involving a Government-owned vehicle 
of the U.S. Embassy at Paris. Since the date 
on which the claims were presented, the Gov
ernment of France has officially converted the 
franc into a new franc at the rate of 100 
old francs to one new franc (effective January 
1, 1960). Consequently, the amounts claimed 
on behalf of Izhaq Cohen and Jacob Kashi 
when converted .into the new French franc 
are 45,274.25 francs and 36,582.12 francs, 
respectively, or a total of 81,856.37 francs. 
All sums in French francs appearing below 
are expressed in terms of the new French 
franc. 

The accident on which the claims are based 
occurred under the following circumstances: 
On April 22, 1956, Jean Funis, a local em
ployee of the U.S. Embassy at Paris, was 
driving an Embassy vehicle in the perform~ 
ance of omcial Department of State activities. 
At a short distance from the intersection of 
Avenue de l'Opera, a. four-lane street, and 
Rue de l'Echelle, Funis attempted to make a 
"U" turn: from the curbside traffic iane. 
As the Embassy vehicle crossed the adjacent 
or inside traffic lane it was struck on the left 
side by a motor scooter which was proceeding 
in the same direction. The motor scooter 
was operated by Izhaq Cohen with Jacob 
Kashi as a passenger. These facts are sub
stantiated by a report of the Paris police 
and an investigation by the U.S. Embassy at 
Paris which includes statements of two dis
interested witnesses to the accident. The 
Embassy concluded that Funis, the Embassy's 
driver, was responsible for the accident as "he 
contravened articles 6 and 24 of the French 
Highway Code and article 10 of the 'Ordon
nance Generale du 19 fevrier 1948' published 
by the 'Prefecture de Police• which set forth 
the rules regarding the precautions which 
must necessarily be taken by a driver when 
he intends to make a turn." The Office of the 
Legal Adviser for the Department of State 
has reviewed the entire record and the ap
plicable French traffic laws and 1s of the 
same opinion. 

In the accident Izhaq Cohen, the operator 
of the motor scooter, suffered severe trau
matic injury to the skull and cervical area 
and Jacob Kashi suffered a severe contusion 
of the right knee with a tranverse fracture of 
the kneecap. Their injuries resulted in 
findings of permanent partial disability of 
25 percent for Cohen and 13 percent for 
Kashi by a medical expert engaged by the 
Embassy. The claim on behalf of Cohen is 
made up of the following general items: 
medical expenses and repair of motor scooter, 
549 francs; 2 months' total loss of wages while 
totally disabled, 1,750 francs; 1 month's par
tial loss of wages while partially disabled, 
437.50 francs; permanent partial disability 
of 25 percent (computed in accordance with 
French law and practice, namely, annual in
come times 25 percent times an official factor 
which is derived from the age of the injured 
party, etc.), 39,537.75 francs; pain and suffer
ing, 3,000 francs, or a grand total of 45,274.25 
francs. 

The claim on behalf of Kashi is made up 
of the following general items: medical· ex
penses, 104.32 francs; 10 weeks' total loss of 
wages while totally disabled, 2,700 francs; 
9 weeks' partial loss of wages while partially 
disabled, 1,215 francs; permanent partial 
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disab111ty of 13 percent (computed 1n the 
manner explained above), 29,062.80 franc::s: 
pain and suffering, 3,500 francs~ or a . grand 
total of 36,582'.12 francs. ' . · 

The Embassy at Paris investigated and 
verified the amounts claimed on behalf of 
Cohen and Kashl and is of the opinion that 
they are fair and reasonable and should be 
paid .. The Department is of the same 
opinion. 

Accordingly, it is believed that a grant in 
the sum of 45,274.25 French francs (the 
equivalent of $9,190.67 at the current ex. 
change rate of 20.3 cents for 1 franc) on be
half of Izhaq Cohen and a grant in the sum 
of 36,582.12 French francs (the equivalent 
of $7,426.17 at the current exchange rate of 
20.3 cents for 1 franc) on behalf of Jacob 
Kashi are warranted and it is, therefore, 
recommended that the Congress appropriate· 
those amounts, or such greater or lesser 
amounts as may be required if there is a 
change in the rate of exchange. to effect a 
final settlement of the claim. 
n. CLAIM OF THE GOVERNMENT OF FRANCE ON 

BEHALF OF MARIE KERARDY 

The claim of the Government of France 
on behalf of Marie Kerardy, a French citizen, 
for 1,645,459 French francs is based upon in· 
juries and damages. sustained by her in an 
accident at Paris on January 13, 1954, in· 
volving a Government-owned vehicle of the 
U.S. Embassy at Paris. The claim was 
formally espoused by the Government of 
France on October 10, 1958. Effective Janu· 
ary 1, 1960, the Government of France has 
officially converted the franc into a new franc 
at the rate of 100 old francs to 1 new franc. 
Consequently, the amount claimed on be
half of Marie Kerardy when converted into. 
the new French franc is 16,454.59 francs. All 
sums in French francs appearing below are 
expressed in terms of the new French. franc. 

. The accident occurred under the following 
circumstances: On January 13, 1954, Marcel 
Revel, a local employee of the U.S. Embassy 
at Paris, was driving an Embassy vehicle in 
the performance of official business for the 
Foreign · Operations Administration~ Revel 
was proceeding on Rue d' Aubervilliers. As 
he approached the intersection with Rue du 
Departement, a truck operated by Andre· 
Devuldere approached from the right. on Rue 
du Departement. Revel was. unable. to stop! 
1n time to avoid striking the truck and 
swerved to the left in an effort to pass in 
front of the truck. He was unsuccessful in 
this attempt and the truck struck the side 
of the Embassy's vehicle after whicb the 
Embassy's vehicle skidded diagonally across. 
the intersection, crashed into a fish stand 
and knocked down the claimant, Marie 
Kerardy, who was on the sidewalk. It was 
raining at the time of the accident and the 
streets were wet and slippery. These facts 
are substantiated by an investigation by the 
Paris police and by the U.S. Embassy at Paris 
and the interrogation of Witnesses to the 
accident. From the extent of the damage to 
the Embassy's vehicle and the distance it 
traveled after the impact, it is evident tha.t 
Revel was driving too fast for the condition 
of the street. It is also evident that Revel 
failed to yield the right-of-way in contra
vention of French law and traffic regulations 
which provide that a vehicle approaching 
from the right has the right-of-way. The 
Embassy concluded from its investigation 
that Revel was primarily responsible for the 
accident. The Office of the Legal Adviser for 
the Department of State has reviewed the 
entire record and is of the same opinion. 

In the accident the claimant, Marie Ker
ardy, suffered severe injury to the right. 
sacro111ac joint, right thigh, a~d sciatic 
nerve. Her injuries resulted in a finding of 
disab111ty of approximately 30 p.ercent by a 
"sworn physician attached to the Civil Court, 
of the Seine." Her claim as compromised by 
tlle Department is made up of the following 

general items: medical expenses ana damage 
to clothing, 1,137.73 tra.ncs; permanent par
tial disabtllt;r (computed in the manner ex
plained above) , 14,316.86 francs;- pain and 
suffering, 1,000 francs, or a -grand total .of. 
16,454.59 francs. The Embassy· at Paris has. 
verlfted these amounts. and is Of the view 
that the claim should be paid. The Depart
ment is of the same opinion. 

Accordingly, it is believed that a grant 1n 
the sum of 16,454.59 French francs (the 
equivalent of $3 ,340.28 at the current ex
change rate of 20.3 cents- for 1 franc) on 
behalf of Marie Kerardy is warranted and it 
is, therefore, recommended that the Con
gress appropriate that amount, or such other 
amount as may be required if there is a 
change in the rate of exchange, to effect a 
final settlement of the' claim. 

REHABILITATION OF NAVAJO AND 
HOPI TRffiES OF INDIANS-ADDI· 
TIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on 

July 28, 1959, I introduced S. 2456, a bill 
relating to the Navajo Indians in Ari
zona and New Mexico. The distin
guished junior Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GoLDWATER] wishes to be associated 
with the proposed legislation. 

I am delighted to have the Senator 
join with me on this bill, and therefore, 
r ask unanimous consent that when S. 
2456 is next printed the name of the 
junior Senator from Arizona may be 
included as a cosponsor of it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered~ 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 309(a) (1) 
OF TARIFF ACT OF 1930-ADDI· 
TI'ONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. FoNG] may 
be added as an additional cosponsor of 
the bill <S. 3021} to amend section 309 
(a) <1) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, introduced by me on Febru
ary 1~ 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered .. 

PRESIDENTIAL CONFERENCE TO 
STUDY MEANS FOR CONTROLLING 
DISTRIBUTION OF OBSCENE MAT
TER AND MATERIALS-ADDI· 
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF JO~ 
RESOLUTION 
Under authority of the order of the 

Senate of February 15, 1960, the names 
of Senators GREEN, PROUTY, KEFAUVER, 
BIBLE, NEUBERGER, KUCHEL, BUSH, MOSS, 
KEATING, SCHOEPPEL, MURRAY, YOUNG of 
North Dakota, FONG, BRIDGES, BENNETT, 
CooPER, JAVITS, CASE of New ·Jersey, 
SPARKMAN, HOLLAND, HUMPHREY, THUR
MOND, and RANDOLPH were added as addi
tional cosponsors of. the joint resolution 
<S.J. Res. 160) to provide for a confer
ence consisting of Federal, State, and 
local officials, and members of public and 
private groups or organizations to con
sider and propose methods of, and to 
coordinate action for, combating the 
traffic in obscene matters. and materials,_ 
introduced by Mr. Sco"r'l' on February 15, 
1960. 

NOTICE ·OF HEARING ON NOMINA
TION OF OLIN HATFIELD CHILSON 
TO BE U.S. DISTRICT- JUDGE FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COWRADO, 
VICE WILLIAM L:· KNOUS, DE-
CEASED • 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, on ·be
half of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
I desire to give notice that a public hear
ing has been scheduled for 10:30 a.m., 
Friday, February 26, 1960, in room 2228, 
New Senate Office Building, on.the nomi
nation of Olin Hatfield Chilson, of Colo
rado, to be U.S'. district judge for the 

· district of Colorado, vice William F. 
~ous;deceased. 

At the indicated time and place all 
persons interested in the above nomina
tion may make such representations as 
may be pertinent. The subcommittee 
consists of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. HART], the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HRUSKA], and myself, as chairman. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIAL, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

By Mr. BUSH: 
Statement prepared by him·, relating to the 

growth and development of the University of 
Hartford. · 

ALOYSIUS CARDINAL STEPINAC 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I would 

not like to have this period pass with
out taking some notice of the passing of 
a great churchman, Aloysius Cardinal 
Stepinac. 

He was primate of Yugoslavia's 7 mil
lion Catholics. He died at the age of 
61, after 5 years of Tito's Communist 
imprisonment and 9 years of· "parolee 
imprisonment." 

Mr. President, it is amazing that Tito's 
government denied the burial of Car
dinal Stepinac in his own cathedral in 
Zagreb. One manifestly must wonder 
why. I believe the obvious reason is the 
fear of the anti-Communist strength 
that is growing in Yugoslavia. 

Finally, after world public opinion and 
strong population resentment every
where, including Yugoslavia, Tito per
mitted the ceremony to be held in the 
cathedral. 

As the whole world knows, Cardinal 
Stepinac was a relentless and unyielding 
foe of communism. He was elevated to 
his post of cardinal in 1953, but, not
withstanding that fact, he could not go 
to Rome, to attend the ceremony there, 
because the Communist government of 
Tito threatened not to permit him to 
return. 

People everywhere in the world, and 
especially the people of Croatia, Slovenia, 
and Serbia, mourn the passing of this 
great man. The world has lost a great 
leaderr 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from illinois yield to me? 

The -PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
· CARLSON in the chair). Does the Sen-
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a tor from Illinois yield to the · Senator 
from Montana? 
. Mr.· DffiKSEN. . I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I desire to join the 
distinguished minority leader in the re
marks he has made just 'now on the 
passing of Cardinal Stepinac. A great 
man has gone to his reward, but the 
example he has set will live for many 
decades after his passing. 

THOUGHTS ON THE .PRESIDENT'S 
IMPENDING VOYAGE TO LATIN 
AMERICA 
Mr.. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 

. within a few days, the President will be 
leaving on a tolir of Latin America~ I 
know that other Members of th~ Sen
ate join with me in wishing him a most 
pleasant journey. 

There is every reason to believe that 
we shall not witness, in connection with 
the President's impending trip, a repe
tition of the reprehensible vilification 
that marked an earlier goodwill tour of 
the distinguished Vice President of the 
United States rM:r. NIXON]. On the con
trary, there is every reason to believe 
that the President will be welcomed with 
enthusiasm wherever he goes. 

The President is a warm man and· he 
evokes a warm response. I hope that 
after he leaves the Presidency, he will 
continue-as a private citizen-to make 
journeys such as he is now making, to 
various parts of the world. I hope that 
the next President will prevail upon Mr. 
Eisenhower to do so in the interests of 
the Nation. Journeys by persons of such 
obvious good will as Mr. Eisenhower can 
only be welcomed in a world so replete 
with ill will as the one in which we live. 

But, Mr. President, I am bold eriough 
to suggest that, at this moment in time, 
something more than a journey is needed 
in our relations with the nations of Latin 
America. The state of those relations is 
far from good. Nor are these relations 
likely to be improved merely~ the ritual 
of good-will tours endlessly repeated. 

Travel by the President to other na.
tions is not an end in itself. The Presi
dent abroad is not just ~ tourist; he is 
the personification of the Nation. His 
appearances on foreign soil can never be 
casual, nor can they be mere gestures of 
good will. The President is the fountain
head of action in 'this Nation in matters 
of foreign policy. I hope that his ap
pearance in Latin America, particularly 
at this time, will signify action as regards 
inter-American policies. 

Let us face it: The relations 'between 
this Nation and Latin America are 
plagued with problems and irritants. 
Unless the impending voyage is a prel
ude to coming to grips with these prob
lems and irritants, it would be better if 
it were not made at all. Unless it sig
nifies action, the good-will effects will 
soon wear off .and the aftertaste will be 
doubly bitter. The pleasant c_limate 
which the visit will quic·kly engender will 
chill just as quickly. 

I emphasize, Mr. President. that it fs 
the followthrough, what comes after. not 
th~ good-will tour itself-which will 
affect the deeper fortunes of this Nation 
in. its. relations with the other Latin 
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American Republics. In short, the Presi
dent, in his person alone, can open doors; 
but if 'they are to remain open, it must 
be clear why they were opened in th'e 
first place; and. in subsequent action, the 
administrative bureaucracy of this Na
tion must be led firmly by the President 
to keep them· open. 

For that reason,_ once. again I com
mend to the Senate and to the President 
and his administration a recent report 
of the distinguished Senator from Ver
_mont [Mr. AIKEN] on a trip which he 
·made to Latin America a few months 
ago. In his report, "Mr. Hemisphere".,_ 
-for that is a sobriquet which he most 
justly deserves-outlines a program of 
far-reaching constructive action with 
respect to Latin America. In his report, 
the able Senator points the way to com
ing to grips with the problems and ir
ritants which have accumulated in inter
American relations. If. the President 

·wishes to give to his impending good-will 
tour a fruitful and lasting value. to the 
Nation, I suggest that he direct his at
tention to that report and consider its 
implications in conjunction with the 
heads of states: with whom he will meet; 
and, subsequently, that he lead the ad
ministrative bureaucracy in line with the 
implications. 

At this moment I would add only two 
other · thoughts to what is contained in 
the report of the Senator from Vermont. 
I believe that it is time to recognj,ze
in inter-American .policy-the growing 
trend in the world toward regional 
groupings, toward common markets .. 
This trend is already well advanced in 
Europe. Indeed, last year, it made its 
formal appearance in the Western 
Hemisphere, in an agreement among five 
Central American Republics, which since 
·has run into certain difficulties. On yes
terday, seven additional Latin American 
·nations signed an agreement opening the 
·way to, a common market as among 
themselves. These nations are Argen
tina, Brazil, Bolivia, Chile, Paraguay, 
Peru, Uruguay, and, significantly, Mex
ico. In short, there is a new force op
erating in the realm of international 
economics and trade, and we will ignore 
its meaning to us and to the rest of the 
Americas only to our detriment. The 
implications of this new force of re
gionalism warrant full and joint explora
tion by all the American Republics. Its 
potential as a tool for dealing with some 
of the most unyielding economic prob
lems of inter-American relations should 
be fully evaluated. We need to think 
boldly and with fresh inspiration. We 
need to consider whether a common mar
ket for all the Americas. including Can
ada if it so de.sires, can serve the inter
ests of the nations of this hemisphere. 
I can conceive of no better time and 
place for giving to this exploration a 
firm political ilripetus than the occasion 
of the President's coming good-will tour 

. to Latin America. 
In this connection, I am delighted that 

the President is going to stop in Puerto 
Rico. The relations between the Puerto 
Rican Commonwealth and the United 
States are, in major part, built upon the 
·successful operation of what is, in effect, 
a common market. . This operation has 

-redounded to the immense and pyramid
ing economic advantage of both the 
United States and the Com.rnonwealth. 

I can think of no man who is better 
. equipped to counsel with. the President 
in this matter. as well as in other aspects 
of inter-American relations, than the 
brilliant and distinguished Governor of 
Puerto Rico, Mr. Muiioz-Marin, and, in
deed, I regret that he is not accompany
ing the President on this good-will tour. 
During his entire life, Mr. Mufioz-Marin 
.has lived and breathed and pondered the 
basic problems of Puerto Rico in its re-
lationship wi:th the United States. . He 
has led in the successful search for the 
solutions to many of these problems. His 
wealth of experience can provide new 
insights into almost every facet of inter
American relations on the larger scale 
of hemispheric relations. 

If I may summarize, Mr. President, 
may I say again that I wish the Presi
·dent a most pleasant and fruitful jour
ney to Latin America. And to make it 
most useful, I respectfully direct his at
tention to the recent report of the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont. IMr. 
AIKEN], to the concept of a common mar
ket. for the Americas, and to the wise 
counsel which he can obtain from the 
outstanding Governor of Puerto Rico, 
Mr. Mufioz-Marin. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would be de
lighted to yield to my good friend but I 
believe I have gone beyond my time. 

Mr. · AIKEN. May I speak in my own 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to express my ap
preciation to the Senator from Montana 
for his generous remarks relating to the 
report I made on a comparatively short 
visit to Latin America; but I particularly 
should like to commend the Senator for 
.pointing out to this body the importance 
of the agreement signed by eight Latin 
American countries yeste:rday setting up 
a common market. 

I believe we are going to hear more 
about the Common Market from now on. 
We already :!lave the Sixes and Sevens 
in Europe. Those countries are setting 
up agreements and common market pro
grams, not without difficulty. There are 
bound to be difficulties. As one group 
sets up a common market, it is bound to 
come in conflict, perhaps, not only with 
some of their own internal affairs, but 
also with other nations and other groups 
of nations. 

However, it is my belief that as more 
and more groups of nations establish 
common markets and put themselves in 
a position to deal as a group with other 
groups or other nations, we may ap
proach more rapidly than we have the 
time when it will be possible to greatly 
expand international commerce and in
dustry, without quite as much difficulty 
and without quite as much time as has 
been the case in the past and as is the 
case at the present time. 

The Latin American groups that 
signed the agreement yesterday for a. 
common market stretch all the way from 
Mexico to the Argentine. The ~gree
ment does' not include many of the 
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smaller nations of Latin America. It 
does not include 14 other American 
states. But it will be interesting to 
watch the outcome of the e1Iorts of these 
eight states to make it easier to do busi
ness with one another than it has been 
up to the present time. 

As they succeed, or as they tend to 
succeed, in their e1Iorts, it will make it 
easier for the other American states, in
cluding all countries of the Western 
Hemisphere, to get together in relation 
to marketing and production of our com
mon commodities. That is one of the 
basic problems which we are facing 
today, and one which must be resolved. 

Again I express my appreciation . to 
the Senator from Montana for his per
formance of a service in bringing this 
matter to the attention of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be
fore the absence of a quorum is sug
gested, will the Chair ascertain whether 
there is further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair inquires as to whether there is 
further morning business? If there is 
further morning business, morning busi
ness is closed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
further proceedings under the quorum 
call be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

LEASING OF PORTION OF FORT 
CROWDER, MO. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 8315) to authorize the · 
Secretary of the Army to lease a portion 
of Fort Crowder, Mo., to Stella Reor
ganized Schools R-I, Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] designated "2-15-60-B," 
inserting a new title relative to civil 
rights. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, is 
the Presiding Officer about to put the 
question on the amendments? I thought 
the Senator from Missouri was seeking 
recognition. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair was waiting for some 
Senator to address the Chair. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understood the 
Senator from Missouri addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
did address the Chair. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
think tbe Senator deserves recognition. 
He is a distinguished candidate and a 
Senator. I thought surely the Presiding 
Officer was going to recognize him. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
any time I can get a compliment from 
the Senator from Arkansas it is appre
ciated, at least as much as approval 
from any other Member of the Senate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Missouri is rec
ognized. 1 

national defense secrets, made two points 
clear: First, that the ICBM gap was ex
pected to· widen and: second, that such 
ratios or percentages were not classified 

THE STATUS OF OUR NATIONAL information. 
This year, on January 13, and again on 

DEFENSE . January 19, the present Secretary of De-
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, fense told the appropriate House and 

there is growing concern on the part of senate committees that a new type of 
the American people with regard to the analysis of intelligence figures on ICBM's 
status of this Nation's defenses. was being used for the first time. 

This is accompanied, also, · I believe, He testified: 
with an increasing sense of confusion, The great divergence, based on figures that 
due to conflicting statements and atti- have been testified to in years past, narrows 
tudes of various officials. because we talked before about a different 

I wish to address myself to this sub- · set of comparisons-ones that were based on 
ject in order that the people's under- Soviet capabilities. This present one is an 
standing of the facts may be increased; .intelligence estimate on what we believe he 
and, as ~ result, their confusion may be probably will do, not what he is capable of 
lessened or dispelled. doing. 
· The Communist military and econom- By announcing to the public that the 
ic strength has been increasing more previous ratio has been modified down
rapidly than ours, and consequently the ward, the present Secretary has also ac
situation today is, and in the years to cepted his predecessor's ruling that ratios 
come will be, more critical than at any as such are not classified data . . 
time in our. history. The truth is that ratios of United 

While it is always a matter of judg- States and soviet weapons systems have, 
ment, rather than a matter of certainty, in other cases as well, been labeled non
as to how much strength is adequate, it classified by the Pentagon. The cur
is wiser to overestimate how much is rent 4 to 1 ratio against us re subma
needed than to take the risk of figuring rines is an example. 
too close and underestimating. As the record will bear out, I have fol-

An overall nuclear deterrent is essen- lowed the Secretary of Defense's prec:
tial. Likewise, modern and mobile edent and have spokeri only in terms of 
forces are also essential to deter and to ratios or percentages. 
prevent the piecemeal or small war ef- The executive branch has the right to 
forts by the Communists. classify and declassify information in-

Before proceeding with an assessment cident to our defenses. However, it does 
.of our relative defense posture, there not have the right to give information in 
are several important ingredients in the secret to the Congress which shows the 
current state of confusion which need to missile gap is widening in favor of the 
be exposed to the light of public under- Soviets-and at the same time inform 
standing. · the public that the gap is narrowing. 

The first has to do with the question of · Tha.t is what was done this year; and 
release or revelation of secret informa- that is one of the primary reasons for 
tion. · the present confusion. 

The executive branch of our Govern- Now let me turn briefly to another sub-
ment has the responsibility of classify- ject, namely, the history of missile de
ing, and thereby withholding from the velopment in this country, particularly 
public information the publication of long-range missiles. 
which it believes detrimental to national · A factual clarification of the past 
security. should help us determine what needs to 

While it is possible, even probable, that be done in the future. 
the classification function is misused, in In April and June of 1946, Army Air 
the sense that unpleasant facts well Corps contracts totaling $1,893,000 were 
known to the Communists are kept from granted a private aircraft · company for 
the American people, this still does not drawing up designs for a new long-range 
give others the authority to declassify missile. This development was identified 
such information. as "Project MX-774." 

I do not know of any Member of the During 1946 and early 1947, the design 
Congress who has released, or has threat- work on a long-range ballistic missile 
ened to release, classified information. continued under this contract. 

Last· year, on January 12, the Vice On July 8, 1947, as the missile neared 
President was reported as having told the first testing stage, the project was 
·members of the press that the missile gap canceled by the Department of the 
not only was not widening, but instead Army, although the urispent funds which 
was rapidly being closed. had been made available for the project 

I promptly told the Senate that such were authorized for the testing of the 
a statement, if made, was not true. first three missile prototypes. 

Soon thereafter, Secretary of Defense The tests were started in 1947, and 
McElroy announced that the Russian su- completed in December 1948. 
periority in ICBM's would soon reach a When the contracts were placed in 
point where they would have three times 1946, and at the time they were can
as many of these weapons as we would celed in July 1947, there was no separate 
have. Air Force. There was the Army Air 

This 3 to 1 ratio or percentage was an cOrps, part of the Army. 
understatement of how wide the gap During 1949 and 1950, the project was 
would go, based upon the official esti- kept alive with private funds. 
mates of Soviet capability compared with Mr. President, I will say parentheti
our own official ICBM schedules, but Sec- cally I believe I was instrumental in that 
retary McElro~. as the guardian or our effort. 



1960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 3013 
In January 1951~ the Air Force awarded 

a new contract · for the. development of 
an ICBM. This was identified. as Proj
ect MX-1593. The missile under de
velopment was named the "Atlas." 

During 1951 and 1952, progress was 
made in improving the Atlas design. 

By 1952, the United States already 
had developed other missiles, such as 
the Terrier, the Sparrow, the Nike, and 
the Matador. It also had under de
velopment the Snark, the Hermes. the 
Navajo, th~ Rasc~l. the Lark, and the 
Atlas. 

On November 1, 1952, the United 
States tested its first hydrogen bomb, 
which had been ordered into develop
ment by the President in 1950. This sue":' 
cessful test, for reasons we all know, had 
a major inipact on future missile de
velopment. 

Nevertheless it was not until the late 
fall of 1955 that the Atlas program was 
assigned a national priority; and at no 
time has it been put on a full production 
basis. 

Failure to spend funds made available 
by the Congress during the :Past 3 ye~rs 
has resulted in far less operational ca
pability for the present · and immediate 
future than would have been the case 
had the production schedule with respect 
to this weapon been geared to a sense of 
urgency. 

The amount of money spent on mis
siles during recent years is far greater 
thari that spent in the late 1940's and 
the early 1950's. This· trend of expendi
tures, however, is no proper measur.e of 
emphasis. Research and development 
instituted during the earlier years had 
progressed to the point where, more re
cently, we have been able to go into 
the much more expensive portion of 
any research-development-production 
cycle-that is, the pro·totype and pro
duction phase itself, combined with the 
establishment qf the bases. · 

When one is in a position to order 
quantities of the finished product in
cluding bases, obviously the amount of 
money needed becomes many time great
er than that required during the re
search and development period~ 

The basic elements essential to the de
velopment of a long-range ballistic mis
sile either had been developed, or were 
in the process of research and develop
ment, by 1953. · 

Fqr example, by that time we had the 
atomic and hydrogen weapons. 

The initial research and design studies 
for the Atlas missile had been under
taken. 

Th.e early testing phase was under
way; and the rocket engines, which are 
now the basic propulsion elements of the 
Thor, Jupiter, and Atlas had been de
veloped for the :Navajo missile project. 

The vast majority of the missiles in our' 
operational inventory today were initi
ated during the previous administra
tion, or .have been developed {rom those 
earlier programs~ . 

When President Eisenhower took .omce 
in .1953, he. inherited President Truman's 
draft for the fiscal year 1954 budget; and 
one_ of his _first ~jQr ac~ions was to cut 
about $5% billion from the money to be 
requested for the armed services in that 

budget. This . reduction inctuded funds 
scheduled for missiles. -

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield, 'Or would he pre-
fer not to yield at this time·? . 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would prefer 
questions at the end of my brief ad
dress. I will then yield to the Senator. 

At the time the reduction to which I 
have just referred occurred, the Secre
tary of Defense, Charles E. Wilson, said 
he was going to cut $5 billion out of the 
Air Force and give the people of the 
United States a better Air Force. Then 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], who graces us 
with his presence in the Chamber today, 
asked him, if he could do that with a $5 
billion cut why he did not cut out $10 bil
lion and give us a much better Air Force. 

Even after the Soviets exploded their 
H-bomb in 1953, and our relative mili
tary advantage had started to decline 
rapidly, the long-range ballistic missile 
requirement was not met with either de
cision or a sense of urgency. 

The most significant point of all, how
ever, is not one of assessing blame or giv
ing credit for the past. 

When I see some of the tables of ex
penditures placed in the RECORD about 
what was done in the past, I am sur
prised that those who produce the charts 

· do not put in what was spent on missiles 
by Franklin Roosevelt or Woodrow Wil
son. 

I have already explained-! am sure 
to the entire satisfaction of anyone with 
an objective viewpoint-why, when we 
are at the stage of production of missiles 
and construction of bases, we spend 
more than when we are only in the re
search and development stage. As -I 
have said, the hydrogen bomb was first 
exploded in late 1952. I do not see the 
point in the continuous but not very 
constructive effort to pin the blame. 
Two wrongs do not make a right. I 
think we should get together and tell 
the American people the truth, and do 
whatever is necessary to improve our 
position. 

The pressing problem today is the 
necessity for revising existing plans and 
policies before it is too late. 
· sumce to say, that with each day and 
each year that has passed, there has 
been more evidence of danger and less 
reason for inaction and complacency. 

There is no · question that the Ameri
can people are deeply concerned about 
the present defense situation as well as 
about the plans for the future. 

There are pertinent facts which should 
c-larify the situation and, if fully under
stood, should go far toward eliminating 
the rosy hue which has enveloped far 
too many omcial statements on the mat
ter. 

The following facts which I present 
are b.ased upon the official intelligence_ 
figures · and the omcial U.S. schedules, 
and hence are based upon the same data 
available to, and used by, -the President. 
the Secretary of Defense. and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

Fact No. 1: The national intelligence 
figures presented to the Congress .last 
year, as. compared with the flgures- for 
our own·ICBM program, showed that the 
Soviets would soon have substantially 

more than the 3 to 1 advantage an
nounced by Secretary of Defense Mc
'Elroy. 

Fact No. 2: The national intelligence 
:figures presented to the Congress this 
year, as compared with the figures for 
our own ICBM program, showed that the 
ratio still is, and will for some time be, 
h~gher than 3 to 1. This data revealed 
also that the ratio of their ICBM's ready 
to launch, compa::ed with ours ready to 
launch, this year and for several years 
to come, · exceeds 3 to 1, and is much 
higher based on this year's figures than 
based on last year's figures. 

Fact No. 3: In addition to conceding 
to the Soviets many times the number 
of ICBM's we have programed for the 
same date, it is also conceded that the 
much greater thrust of their rocket en
gines enables the SOviet ICBM to carry 
a substantially larger payload than our 
ICBM for the same distance. 

Fact No. 4: Between January 19 and 
January 29, 1960, Senate committees 
were given two different sets of official 
figures on the reliability and accuracy 
of Soviet ICBM'S, the more recent figures 
crediting them with greater reliability 
and accuracy than the former ones. 

Fact No. 5: There is no sound reason 
and no safe basis for attributing less re
liability and less accuracy to Soviet 
ICBM's than to our own long-range 
missiles. 

Fact No. 6: The Soviets have more 
modern jet bombers. than any other na
tion in the world, although the United 
States has more heavy bombers. 

Fact No. 7: The United States has not 
accelerated its ICBM program. Despite 
omcial statements which have given the 
contrary implication, there is no pro
vision for such missile acceleration in 
the new budget before the Congress. 
Rather, the funds the administration has 
requested are for use at the end of the 
existing programs. 

Fact No. 8: Gen. Thomas Power, 
commander of the Strategic Air Com
mand, stated on January 19, 1960, that 
the Soviets could at that time destroy 
95 percent of all the U.S. retaliatory 
forces if they had 150 ICBM's and 150 
IRBM's and if we had no airborne alert. 

The Soviets already have large num
bers of ffiBM's and will soon have large 
numbers of ICBM's. 

Fact No. 9: We have no airborne alert 
today. It takes time and funds to get 
such an alert . rolling, and the present 
budget provides far less than the funds 
needed for this essential insurance. 

Fact No. 10: Except for our strength 
in heavy bombers, the growing ICBM 
gap is not offset by our strength in other 
weapons systems. As an example, in 
medium range ballistic missiles the So
viets have many more than has this 
country. 

In short-range jet bombers, the Soviets 
nave many more than we do, including 
those we have available on aircraft 
carriers. 

In submarines·, we all know that the 
Soviets have many times more than this 
country. 

The American people are paying the 
bill. . Their freedom is at stake. There
fore they are entitled to have this sum
mary of the facts. Above all, they are 
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entitled not to be misled by false state-
ments. · 

I agree with those who state that, pri
marily because of the great capability of 
our SAC bomber fleet, we could probably 
destroy any nation today which dared 
attack us. 

My concern, and that of everyone who 
knows and understands the facts, is 
based on what our relative situation will 
be next year and the years that follow
if we do not remove the cloak of com .. 
placency and get down to work. 

I was in Britain during the heavy Nazi 
bombing of that country. I saw the y;ay 
the people there could take heavy and 
continuous bombing raids. I think it is 
one of the greatest disservices that can 
be done to the American people to spread 
the idea that they would be frightened 
by the truth. 

Another disservice, in my opinion, is 
that when we· talk about the facts we are 
downgrading the United States. We 
know the people want the truth. The 
strength of a nation depends upon the 
will of the people, and in a democratic 
form of government the people's will can 
function only if the people are informed. 

It is not a question of downgrading 
our ·great country. Rather, it is a ques
tion of whether the people are sufficiently 
informed and adequately alerted to insist 
that their Government act now before it 
is too late. 

It is a disservice to our country to 
suggest that the facts are . as we wish 
they were, rather than as they are. 

We can, however, take specific actions 
which would help offset what otherwise 
could become a dangerously wide Soviet 
advantage. 

I recommend the following such 
actions: 

Provide for an adequate airborne alert 
of SAC bombers. 

Accelerate the Polaris and ICBM mis
sile programs. 

Speed up the ICBM hardening and 
dispersal programs. 

Increase our anti-submarine warfare 
capability. · 

Reverse the decision to, in effect, can
cel out the B-70 airplane. 

Modernize the equipment and increase 
the mobility of our Army and Marine 
Corps. 

All of this will cost money. 
A country with some $1~ billion in

come a day can and must afford it. 
Mr. President, I never thought that 

money would become so all-important 
in this country, a country with the great
est income in the history of the world, 
an income of $500 billion a year or an in
come of $1~ billion dollars a day. I 
never thought that in order to save one
third of 1 day's income, or thereabouts, 
the United States would stop all the re
search and development on airplanes in 
this country beyond the Mach II air
plane. In this connection, it is impor
tant to note that responsible news
paper men have written articles to the 
effect that the Russians are proceeding 
to develop an airplane somewhat · com-· 
parable to the B-70. 

Of course, we know that if we can 
break the heat barrier, which the B-70 
is designed to do~ the results would be 

transferred to our naval planes and 
other planes, including commercial air
planes. Moreover, it might well be the 
ideal airplane to use nuclear propulsion. 

Mr. President, I want to reemphasize 
that it has become increasingly clear that 
we should modernize the equipment and 
increase the mobility of our Army and 
Marine Corps. 

I was in Berlin only last year. There 
I found that our troops not only are 
tremendously outnumbered, as we all 
know they are, but that they are using 
some weapons which date from World 
War I. If we have the right to draft 
boys off the farms and out of the cities 
to go into uniform during peacetime 
we have the duty to give them the best 
equipment and the best training and, 
in turn, the best chance to come home 
safely. 

As I said, all of this will cost money. 
A country with aproximately $1 ~ bil

lion income a day can and must afford it. 
The necessary additional funds, how

ever, could have been obtained through 
the elimination of obsolete and duplicat
ing weapons systems; and through re
organization of the Pentagon on the 
basis of the unprecedented military re
quirements of this nuclear-space age. 

If additional taxes are necessary, and 
after there has been a real effort to get 

·the maximum defense out of each de
fense dollar, I am certain the American 
people will support any sacrifice neces
sary to preserve our Nation and our free
dom. 

We can attain permanent world peace 
only if we are able to negotiate from a 
position of strength, supported by world
wide knowledge that we have that 
strength. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimpus con
sent that there be printed at this point 
in the RECORD certain published articles 
and editorials, pertinent to this serious 
defense situation. 

An editorial, entitled "Probability Ver:. 
sus Capability,'' from the St. Louis 
Globe-Democrat of February 4, 1960. 

An article by Gen. Thomas R. Phillips, 
from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of Jan
uary 21, 1960. 

An editorial, entitled "Needed: A 
Mightier Shield," from the February 15, 
1960, issue of Life magazine, even though 
it will appear elsewhere in the RECORD. 

A letter by Henry A. Kissinger to the 
editor of the New York Times on Feb-
ruary 15, 1960. · 

An article by Walter Lippmann from 
the Denver Post of February 11, 1960. 

An article by Holmes Alexander from 
the Northern Virginia Sun of February 
15, 1960. 

An article by Gen. Thomas R. Phil
lips, entitled "The Great Guessing 
Game," from the Reporter magazine of 
February 18, 1960. 

An ·editorial, entitled "Keep Defense 
Debate l.n the Open," from the Denver 
Post of February 11, 1960. 

An editorial, entitled "So What Must 
We Do About Our Defense Posture/' from 
the Iron Age of February 18, 1960. 

An article by· Gen. · Carl Spaatz, en
titled "America's ~70 Must Fly," from 
the January 25, 1960, issue of Newsweek 
magazine. · 

An editorial, entitled "Bombers in the 
Air," from the Washington Star of Feb
ruary 17, 1960. 

An article· by William Hines, entitled 
"President's Quick Trip Sparks Security 
Slip," from the Washington Star of Feb· 
ruary 11, 1960. 
· An editorial, entitled "Criticism's Crit· 
ics," from the Washington Post of Feb
ruary 14, 1960. 

An editorial, entitled ''Catching Up," 
from the Washington Post of February 
16, 1960. 

An excerpt from Post Scripts, pub:. 
lished in the Washington Post of Feb
ruary 15, 1960. 

And an article by Walter Lippmann 
from the Washington Post of January 
26, 1960. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Missouri? 

There being no objection, the editorials 
and the articles were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, Feb. 4, 

1960] 
PROBABILITY VERSUS CAPABILITY 

Defense Secretary Thomas S. Gates, Jr., tes
tifying before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee earlier this week, stated, "I do be
lieve his [General Power's] estimate of 
mathematical probab111ty is unrealistic in 
relation to the facts." 

Secretary Gates has opened an entirely 
new dimension in m111tary planning and in· 
telllgence in his insistence in basing U.S, 
preparedness on what this Nation believes 
the enemy probably will do, rather than on 
estimates of his capab111ties. 

Estimates of enemy capabilities-that is, 
the utmost that the enemy is capable of 
doing with the arms, manpower, and re..; 
sources at his disposal, including corollary 
elements such as surprise and_ deception; 
have been the yardstick of m111tary a.cperts 
for at least 4,000 years. 

The probabiUty estimate, on the other 
hand, gives weight to a number of other 
factors such as the enemy's state of mind, 
the risks entailed, -the gains to be achieved, 
and the like. The great danger of probab111-
ties is that we can never know what is in the 
enemy's mind. The danger of great miscal· 
culation continually exists in applying Amer
ican thought processes to others whose 
mental attitudes are completely different 
from our own. · 

American planning, based on what the 
enemy may do rather than what he can 
do, is a dangerous business, fraught with folly 
and possible disaster for America and the 
free world. 

The history of warfare in the 20th century 
has been exclusively the undeclared war, the 
heavy first blow, the attempt to knock out by 
one lightning · stroke the enemy's will to 
resist. The niceties of older days such as the 
formal declaration of war, are no longer 
observed. 

If, heaven forbid, war comes to the United 
States, there is not a single responsible mili
tary man who believes that it will be any
thing . except an all-out, coordinated blow, 
not at one Pearl Harbor but at 30 or 50 or 300 
strategic points simultaneously. 

This is the reason that we have dispersal 
Q.nd why General Power's Strategic Air Co.m
mand keeps flights in the air virtually around 
the clock. 

This is why the Senate this week passed an 
amendment allowing the various State Gov
ernors to. ap-point Congressmen 1f more than 
half the Congress shoUld be wiped out. 
. Examples of th1a thinking could be multi· 

plied endlessly. · · 
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There is no safety for· America unless . we 

plan our defens~s. including our deterrents 
to attack, based on the enemy's maximum 
capability-not on our. guess, . hopeful or 
otherwise, of what he might do. . 

Our strength lies only in being prepared 
for the worst, recognizing that we are against 
a cruel and wily foe who will do everything 
to deceive us, to catch us off guard, to lull us 
into a sense that all is right and that we 
have nothing to fear. Secretary Gates comes 
dangerously close to swallowing this bait. 

There can be no gambling with the future 
of America. We must, if we are to survive, 
be the strongest Nation in the world-so 
strong that no foes will dare to attack us, be~ 
cause they would have the sure knowledge 
that any attack would result in their im
mediate and total annihilation. 

Strength such as this is hardly forecast in 
the intelligence estimates of the administra
tion which admits a 3-to-1 superiority 
against us in missiles, and the irrefuted fact 
that we are not narrowing the gap, but that 
indeed the gap is widening. 

Nor is there reassurance, in this twilight of 
the airplane age, in the administration reluc
tantly tossing a paltry $20 million this year 
and $90 million next year to the Strategic Air 
Command which will give General Power a 
dependable first strike of 150 aircraft instead 
of the first strike requirement of 1,500 air
craft which experts say is necesEary. We have 
no choice but to rely for retaliatory power on 
manned bombers until our missile strength is 
sumcient to supplant them. 

Nor can the country be reassured by the 
President's testy insistence that he knows 
best about these things. The record of Rus
sian accomplishment in the past 5 years is 
so enormous compared to our own that the 
Nation cannot afford to place its reliance on 
the judgment of one man, even that of Mr. 
E-isenhower. 

No man is infallible. The American peo
ple should not be asked to base the most 
vital thing in · our lives, the future of Amer
ica, on the say-so of any ·one man, esp·e
cially against the weight of evidence. 

Experts believe that the strength neces
sary for America to remain strong and free 
can be achieved without a raise in taxes if 
the administration would unify the pur
chasing and command of the Armed Forces, 
on which only a token start has been made, 
and eliminate the duplication and down
right waste of the services bidding against 
each other witllout coordination. 

The UnJ..ted States can be wrong on a lot of 
policies ·and still retrieve its errors. If we 
are wrong once on the state of our strength 
relative to the Russians, we shall have for
feited our liberty and freedom for countless 
ages to come. 

With the fate of America hanging in the 
balance, we can·· afford nothing less than 
sumcient strength to meet the enemy's max
imum possible capabilities, not an estimate 
based half on hopeful opinion that he will 
not hit us as hard as he is capable, or on 
how much we can afford to spend for that 
strength. 

The que&tion is only how much can we af
ford not to spend, or can we afford to lose? 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Jan. 21, 
1960] 

ADMINiSTRATION SLEIGHT-OF-HAND: ARMED 
FORCES CUT AS BUDGET MAKES STRENGTH 
SEEM THE SAME-ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 
REDUCES MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT BELOW 
APPROPRIATION FIGURES-CONGRESS LOSES 
CoNTROL 

(By Brig. Gen. Thomas R. Phillips, U.S. Army, 
retired) 

WASHINGTON, January 20.-There is some 
sleight-of-hand in the m111tary budget th~t 
makes it look b'etter than it is and even· 
raises questions of good faith in the budget 
presentation. · 

In the budget document for the 1960 
budget, the planned strength of the Navy, 
June 10, 1960, is shown as 630,000 men. 

The planned strength for the Air Force 
is given as 845,000 men. In the 1961 budget 
the strengt)ls pl~ed !or 1960 are given as 
619,000 men and 850,000 men, a difference of 
11,000 and 20,000 respectively. The meaning 
of this is that although Congress voted funds 
that it thought would maintain the Forces 
at a certain size, the administration has 
proceeded to reduce them without congres
sional review. 

What makes this action seem to be a 
breach of faith is that it enables the new 
budget to show that the Navy and Air Force 
will have the same strength during the 1960 
fiscal year, and this is not the case. 

There is nothing to prevent the adminis
tration from· doing the same thing again, 
that is, to announce certain strengths for 
1961 and then to reduce them administra
tively and to present a new budget for 1961 
showing different planned end strengths for 
1961 and pretending that no reductions are 
contemplated. 

By continuing to use this trick any admin
istration can take out of the hands of Con
gress all control over the military posture 
of the United States. This has been done 
with naval ships and Air Force wings in the 
same manner as follows: 

Navy: 
Commissioned ships in 

fleet __ _____ .•. -·--·---· __ 
Warships __ -- -------------
Other· --- ----· -·----------
Active aircraft inventory_ 

Air l<'orce: 
Combat wings_ . . ---------Strategic wings ___________ _ 
Air defense wings ________ _ 
Tactical wings._----------

Planned strength June 
30, 1960 

As shown in As shown in 
1960 budget 1961 budget 

864 
389 
434 

9,200 

]02 
43 
25 
.34 

817 
383 
475 

8,657 

96 
40 
23 
33 

The end strength projected for June 30, 
1961, is 817 naval vessels, the same as the 
modified figures for June 30, 1960. If more 
reductions are contemplated there is noth
ing in the budget message to indicate it. 
But they can be contemplated and made 
exactly as is being done in the current fiscal 
year. 

In the case of the Air Force, the figure in 
the 1961 budget for combat wings June 30, 
1961, is 91. In the same document the figure 
for June 30, 1960, is 96, leading to the con
clusion that a reduction of five wings is 
contemplated. But the 1960 budget gave 
a planned strength June 30, 1960, of 102 
wings. The actual reduction is therefore 11 
wings and not 5. 

In the case of the Strategic Air Com
mand, the apparent reduction is two wings 
and the actual reduction five. The 88 wings 
now planned for June SO, 1961, will include 
some missile wings, but the numbers and 
types are not identified. 

These actions unquestionably were taken 
in good faith. With the budget planned 
more than a year before the beginning of 
the year in which the money is spent and 
obligated, inflation may force certain econ
omies. Shifts in emphasis of we'apons· may· 
dictate certain reductions in one direction 
to make men available for training for new 
weapons. · 

What is disturbing is that no attention 
is called in the budget document to the 
change in year-end strength from the 1960 
budget figur.es and no . explanation is given 
as to why forces, ships and wings have been 
reduced during the current fiscal year below ~ 
the numbers for · which Congress voted and 
appropriated. 

For a ·change, the Army and Navy do not 
suffer severely in the 1961 budget. Army 
spending is increased $34 million and Navy 
spending $112 m1llion. New appropriations 
for the Navy are increased $760 million and 
are decreased $154 million for the Army. 

Air Force expenditure is decreased $328 
million and new appropriations !or the Air 
Force are decreased $758 million, almost the 
same .as the increase in the Navy. 
· The Air Force is not complaining loudly 
yet. It was threatened with decreases of 
more than a billion dollars in new appro
priations. It feels very much like a prisoner 
who has been on a diet of bread and water 
and now is allowed austere meals. 

While many prized Air Force projects are 
continued, they are not adequately financed. 
There is only $20 million in the budget for 
the Sky Bolt, the airborne ballistic missile. 
This will enforce slow development. 

Although another wing of B-52 intercon
tinental bombers is provided for, and the 
necessary tankers, but production is being 
slowed down to 7 or 8 a month instead of 
the current 15. 

The President's budget message states that 
the Minuteman solid-propellant interconti
nental missile will be operational by mid-
1963. The fact i~;; that while there may be a 
few missiles that could be operational, none 
will be operational that year under present 
plans. 

The budget squeeze made the Air Force 
drop the F-108 2,000-mile-an-hour inter
ceptor-and earlier the all-out effort for a 
nuclear-powered plane-in the hope of sav
ing the B-70 . 2,000-mile-an-hour bomber. 
But the B-70 has been funded only !or $75 
million, enough to make a single prototype 
and the development of bombing and elec
tric systems needed to make it a military 
unity has been canceled. 

These are hard decisions for the adminis
tration as well as for the Air Force. They 
relate to one of the most dimcult problems_ 
in these days of revolutionary military 
change. That is, what should be the pro
portion of available funds that is spent !or 
the weapons of today and what proportion 
should be devoted to development of weap
ons for the future? 

[From Life magazine, Feb. 15, 1960] 
NEEDED: A MIGHTIER SHIELD 

President Eisenhower's defense budget is 
dangerously deficient. He has great mili
tary experience and deep confidence his $41 
billion program is adequate. But harsh 
facts argue it isn't. 

The harshest fact is that by the President's 
own intelligence estimates, the Soviets by 
1963 will have twice as many ICBM's as we
enough, by SAC . Comdr. Thomas Power's 
warning, to wipe out al~ our bases and retalia
tory planes in one salvo. 

A further glaring fact is that we do not 
have to accept this inferiority. In the judg
ment of men closest to the problem, we 
could double our current rate of missile pro
duction just by doing all that we can. By 
1963 we could match the 400-missile Soviet 
stockpile which our own estimates say the 
Russians will then have. Despite this, the 
President is taking the calculated · gamble 
of doing less than we are capable of doing 
during the next 4 critical years. It will 
take that time to make fully usable our 
most effective deterrents-the quick-firing, 
solid-fueled Polaris and Minuteman, one 
hidden in submarines, the other in hardened 
underground bases. To understand just how' 
big the gamble is, Americans must also re
member that their Government has general
ly underestimated Soviet capabilities, and 
th-at the new figures giving the Soviets only 
a 2-to-1 lead are thexnselves much reduced 
~rom previous estimates. 

The problem is not to match any particu
lar number of Soviet missiles but to make 
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certain the United States has so much strik
ing power that a Soviet commander ca.nnot 
dream of knocking it out in one sudden blo.w. 
This is necessa.cy not only ·to deprive the 
Soviets of any temptation to risk a total 
attack but to neutralize the campaign of 
polltical threa~ and attrition which a pro
nounced Soviet milltary lead would allow 
Khrushchev to wage. In order to do aU 
that needs to be done we are convinced that 
the United States must spend on defense, at 
the very least, $2 bUlion more than it is now 
planning. This money should be dE!voted 
to the following purposes, in order of priority: 

CLOSING THE MISSILE GAP 

The production rate of the already proved 
and operational Atlas can be doubled with
in a year to give us 150 (against 75 now 
planned, and a reduced estimate of 100 
for the Soviets in 1961). Work should be
gin at once, with highest priorities, to get 
these Atlases out of exposed positions and 
into deep, hardened bases-this can be done 
1n 18 months. Since Atlas works, we should 
cancel the redundant (and so far inefficient) 
Titan and apply the remaining funds to
ward doubling Atlas. And every dollar that 
can make Polaris and Minuteman operation
al faster must be spent. 

SAFEGUARDING SAC 

To preserve our deterrent during this 
period General Power belleves we must have 
SAC capable of assuming, when the situation 
requires tt, a 24-hour alert with a striking 
force always aloft. To make this possible a 
year hence, we must start now to provide 
the additional B-52's, tankers, crews, fuel, 
and spare parts which wlll be necessary. 
This isn't being done. Moreover, in order to 
preserve the most effective bomber-missile 
mix in our deterrent, full production should 
be begun on the 2',000-mlle-per-hour B-70 
program. 

SPACE. AND MISSn.E RESEARCH 

We need to step up o~ efforts to develop 
an effective antlmissile missile. We need to 
extend the electronle early-warning stations 
to help us spot a SQViet missile's 
:D.rtng anywhere on land or sea. We should 
step up our space programs with emphasi& 
on satellites for early-warning and recon
naissance. This could be done faster and 
cheaper 1f the Preaident would close the · arti
ficial separation of peaceful and military 
space projects. They cannot, in fact, be 
separated. The Soviets make no such dis
tinction. 

SHELTERS 

An immediate start should be made at 
providing shelters from radioactive fallout. 
Fully developed, a shelter program might 
save 80 mlllion or more American lives. A 
serious start on shelters would in itself deter 
the enemy from trying a knockout blow. 

So much for immediate. needs for adequate 
defense. They do not meet the argument 
which Generals Ridgway, Gavin, and Taylor, 
in succession, have stressed:, That our pre
occupation with massive retaliation is leav
Ing us without adequate forces, airlift or new 
equipment to flght "brush flres" which may 
have to be met with orthodox forces and. 
weapons. This issue also demands debate. 
decision and, very likely, action. But since 
we have committed ourselves, above all. to a 
strategy of nuclear deterrence, we must cer
tainly make sure that that program is ade
quate. As of now, it is not. 

[From the New York Ti~es, Peb. 15, 1960} 
DEBAftNG MII.Jru:r Poucr-PaBsiDI:NT's 

Vmws ON CrtlTlcisK o:r· DJ:I'ENSK_ PaOGLUI· 
QUESTIONED 

(The writer of the ·following letter Ia ~
author of "'NUclear Weapo'na and J:l'bretgn· 
Policy.'" He is associate director of the cen:. · 
ter for International M8.1rs ·at Harvant Un1-. 
verstty.) , · · 

To tha EDnoa 01' TID: NEW YoJUt 'l'IMEs: 
. "!'be President says he deplores public 
argument by m111tary e§Cperts regarding our 
defense policy. Prior to this, he had called 
his critics parochial and had invoked his 
superior expertise In the subject. It is im
possible, of course, for laymen to pass judg
ment on a debate of such technical com
plexity. They have a right to insist, how
ever, that the categories of the debate be 
properly put. 

The charge of parochialism can easily be 
pushed too far. As currently used it seems 
to mean that those who most deeply concern 
themselves with a given problem and who 
bear the immediate responsib1lity for it are 
thereby disqualified from having a valid 
opinion. 

It is, after all, of some significance that 
two Chiefs of Staff of the Army, the current 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force and the Com
mander of the Strategic Air Command have 
been convinced that our present course is 
potentially disastrous. To be sure, they are 
not necessarily right. But in the President's 
use of the term parochial it seems to mean 
that the mere fact that they are the senior 
officers in their services implies that they are. 
inevitably wrong. 

One of the very serious problems of the 
present period is that the expertise acquired 
in the period up to and through World War 
II is almost completely in"elevant to the con
temporary strategic problem. When weapons 
can traverse continents in half an hour and 
can destroy whole nations, rules of thumb 
learned in a more secure period simply do 
not apply. 

ORDERING Am ALERT 

The President said that it was time to 
order an air alert when there is an indica
tion of an attack. It is true that with con
ventional weapons a period of preparation 
was usually required prior to an attack. In · 
the era of missiles and nuclear weapons, 
where the forces in being are constantly 
ready, an aggressor cannot afford to give any 
warning of surprise attack and does not have 
to. Whatever the ut1llty of our m1litary 
program, the President's argument with re
spect to air alert is dangerous and 'beside the 
point. · 

The President correctly insists that the de
bate involves essentially a question of judg
ment. All judgment, even the most lofty, 
can be wrong. The ordinary citizen, in try
ing to make up his mind on so technical a 
subject, may want to keep in mind, however~ 
the penalties o! a mistake. 

If the proposals of Generals Power and 
White are accepted and prove to be wrong, 
we will have spent $500 mill1on too much for 
a number of years. I! the program of the 
President is adopted and he proves to be 
mistaken, we will have forfeited our national 
existence. 

HENRY A. KISSINGER. 
CAMBRmGE, MAss., February 12,1960. 

[From the Denver Post, Feb. 11, 1960} 
. PAITH IN AMERICA-lxE AssAn.ED FOR 

DEFEATISM 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
At his press conference the. President re

plied to his critics who are saying ·that we 
are behind the Soviet Union. 

At t~e end. in response to a question by 
Edward P. Morgan, he went beyond the tech-, . 
nical argument about the missile gap and 
deterrent power to his own phUosophlcal 
attitude toward .th.e rivalry of the twQ 
strongest wodd powers, the Sovl~t . Unl,on 
and ourselves. . . 

Eisenhower's phUosophy, ~I have 1J.nde~~ 
stood. correctly ~Ia. impromptu remarks, 1& 
that our security Ia in · jeopardy and that 
1! th& Soviet Union .is moving fasf;er. than 
we are in the development of certain ele .. 
ments of national. power, that is to be ex
pected and must ·be aqcepted. 

"For," said Eisenhower, "let's remember 
that dictatorships have been very · efficient." 

If we must .,achieve a greater .tempo in 
our development of national power, we shall 
have to "take our country and make it an 
armed camp and regiment it • • • and get 
people steamed up like you did in wars." 

After that explanation of why we have 
fallen behind, Eisenhower delivered a little 
lecture on how we should think and talk 
more about the "values which we do be
lleve"-namely "our own individual freedoms 
and rights." 

He went on to say that "our people ought 
to have greater faith in their own system." 
By this he seemed to mean that the critics 
who think our defenses are inadequate and 
the critics who say that we are neglecting our 
children and not keeping up with the needs 
of our population, have less faith than he 
has in our system. 

With all due respect, Eisenhower 1s mis
taken. 

It is he who lacks faith in our system. It 
is he who is saying that we cannot meet the 
Soviet challenge without changing our sys
tem and giving up our freedom. 

It is he who is telling the country that it 
cannot afford to meet the needs of our rap
idly growing and increasingly urbanized 
population. 

It is he who is saying that with a $500 bil
lion economy, the American Nation will lose 
its freedom if it devotes to public purposes 
a somewhat larger share than it does today. 

It is he who is saying that our system of 
liberty is so fragile that it is not tough 
enough to keep up the pace in the great con
test of national power. 

Again with all due respect, he has sunk 
into, he has resigned himself to, an attitude 
of defeatism in which there is no faith that 
our people have the will, the energy, there
sourcefulness, and the capacity to clos~ 
ranks, if they are summoned to make a. 
greater effort. 

Eisenhower ls talking like a tired old man 
who has lost touch with the springs of our 
national vitality. 

The doctrine which the President holds. 
the doctrine which determines his budge1i, 
his program, and his preaching to the Nation 
is, in the perspective of the world struggle, 
a most dangerous doctrine. 

The central issue of the world struggle 1s 
whether the Soviet system or a liberal sys
tem can deal best with the problems that 
beset mankind. 

In that struggle we shall surely lose if we 
tell the world that, though we have th& 
richest economy in all history, our liberal 
system is such that we cannot afford a sure 
defense and adequate provision !or the civil 
needs of our people. 

If that doctrine goes out into the world, 
unchallenged and unrefuted here at home, 
K. wlll have the ball which we will have 
fumbled. 

We can talk to the end of time about how 
much we love liberty. But 1t the masses of 
mankind understand us to mean that we 
love liberty in such a way that we cannot 
keep our place in the world, they will look 
for guidance and for example to Moscow and 
not to Washington. 

Yet the President's defeatism has no ob-
jective justification. · 

The virtues of our system of society are 
not inseparably tied up with the Revenue 
Act of 1954 or with a philosophy of govern
ment which, when the President explains it, 
regards· the Federal Government as at best a 
necessary evil. 

The Federal Government ls no doubt 
wasteful, a:nd clumsy, and 1n1lated with 
bureaucracy: and not wholly immune to the 
payola. 

But the ~eral Government Is not a 
necessary evil tO be talked. down to. 
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The Federal Government ls an indi~pensa~ 

ble good which must. b~ held _to aCcO\i!lt ~d 
be criticized but with r~spec~ a.n4 appre~- . 
ation. . - > • -

For when we talk about our. freedoms and 
our rights, we shoUld not ~orget the _next 
sentence in the Declaration of Independence · 
which says "that to secure these rights gov
ernments are instituted among men, deriving 
their just powers from the consent of the 
governed." 

[From the Northern Virginia Sun, 
Feb.15,1960] 

IKE'S LISTENING ro WRONG PEOPLE 
(By Holmes Alexander) 

SAN DIEGO.-To visit the "front lines" of 
the cold war, one. must go where the big 
ballistic missiles are-that is; to the research 
laboratories, engineering centers, missile
making plants, test and firing sites. 

Anybody WhO makes an up-front tour is 
likely to read with lifted eyebrows such state
ments as President Eisenhower made at a 
recent press conference. In answering a 
question about America's possible loss of 
prestige in running behind Russia in the 
missile-launching race, Mr. Eisenhower said: 
. "Well, I made a long trip--22,360 miles to 
11 nations in 3 continents-and certainly if 
there wasn't evidence that the prestige of 
America. was high, then I was badly mis
taken." 

But 1f Mr. Eisenhower relies on curiosity
seeking crowds in India., Pakistan, Afghan
istan, and Morocco to gage America's pres
tige or position in world affairs, he is going 
to the wrong oracle for his signs. 

In the same conference, the President tried 
to defend with rhetoric-and not much else
his argument that we are well positioned iri 
the missile race. With obvious reference to 
the SAC commander, Gen. Thomas Power, 
and to the Air Research Development chief, 
Gen. Bernard Schriever, Mr. Eisenhower ex
postulated that "too many generals have all 
sorts of ideas." 

The President prefers to believe his rear 
echelon men--Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman 
Gen. Nathan Twining and Defense Secretary 
Thomas Gates. But again the President is 
going to the wrong ;:>eople to tell him what's 
happening up front. 

If the Commander in Chief is going to 
reassure us about the missile race, he ought 
to do so after he has walked through engine
test facilities, wind-tunnel buildings, aero
space chambers, missile plants, missile sites, 
and after he has talked to his front-line 
commanders-Generals Power and Schriever 
among them. We are not going to get much 
deterrence or retaliation from the volatile 
mobs of the uncommitted East. 

This is a. cold war in which the enemy 
knows a. good deal about our missile power. 
It is a conflict in which it pays, generally, 
to exhi'bit and not to conceal our forces. 
For these reasons, Mr. Eisenhower ought to 
give much more attention to the American 
production lines. 

He ought to consult more than he ever has 
with his operations officers, like Power and 
Schriever. He ought to put less than total 
reliance upon rear echelon administrators 
like Twining and Gates, good ' men though 
theybe. · · · · 

Even a. lay visitor to the up-front lines is 
bound to come away with some reservations 
about preparedness. J; have walked through 
the Convair plant at San Diego where our 
only operational ICBM is manufactured. 
Did the plant hum? Did it clang? W~ it 
a scene of urgency and hustle? 

No, it was none of these. An omcia.l com
mented by saying that his plant was running 
on a 5-da.y week at about 50 percent of 
capacity. 

Well, maybe thls ts a satisfactory way to 
compete with the Sino-Soviet coloosus~ 

'!'he President, fro~ his far-in-the-rear 
headquarters seems to think so. 

It takes 2 years of leadtlme to produce 
an Atlas and its bil.se. · Theoretically, by · 
1962-63 we will have a whole new genera
tion of strategic misslles on hand and opera
tional-the Titan, which is almost ready, the 
Polaris, which is seaborne, and the Minute
man, which is concealable and mobile by 
land. Meanwhile, we have some 2,000 medi
um and heavy SAC bombers based at home 
and abroad. 

Mr. Eisenhower is counting on the esti
mates of his headquarters staff. It assures 
him that we are well prepared for a holding 
operation until the new missiles come along. 

Maybe so. The President 'must be assumed 
. to know what he's talking about. He is 
looking not only into the early and middle 
1960's, but toward the end of the decade. 
By that time, the long-term, deliberately
paced program of space. flight is counted 
upon to give us entirely new bases from 
which to defend and attack. 

All this is fine and dandy. If the Presi
dent can reassure the Nation, well and good. 
But the reassurances will make better listen
ing after he has made tour of the up-front 
positions where the real combat is taking 
place. 

[From Reporter magazine, Feb. 18, 1960) 
THE GREAT GUESSING GAME 

(By Thomas R. Phillip, brigadier _general, 
U.S. Army, retired) 

In an attempt to restrain the cries of the 
spenders for more money and to calm the 
fears of those who are alarmed about the 
missile gap, Secretary of Defense Thomas S. 
Gates, Jr., recently explained that a very 
significant change had been made in esti
mating future Soviet strength. "Hereto
fore," he told the House Defense Appropria
tions Subcominittee, "we have been giving 
you intelligence figures that have dealt with 
the theoretical Soviet capability. This is the 
first time that we have had an intelligence 
estimate that says: 'This is what tlie Soviet 
Union probably will do.' " 

It has been estimated, most notably by 
Gates' predecessor Nell H. McElroy, that the 
Russians can produce three times as many 
missiles as we in the near future, but Gates 
went on to say that although "The Soviets 
may enjoy at times a moderate numerical 
superiority during the next 3 years • • • 
this new intelligence estimate has narrowed 
the differences." The McElroy estimate was 
on a basis of 600 Soviet ICBM's in 1962 to 200 
of ours. Gates' estimate for 1961 was also a 
3-to-1 ratio, but the actual numbers were 
reduced to 150 Soviet missiles to our 50 
(which probably included 16 Polaris mis
siles). Gates admits that this "moderate 
numerical superiority" will be greater in 
1962, but it still is not as large 1n the new 
estimate as in the one used by McElroy. 

At a press conference held 8 days after hls 
appearance before the congressional com
mittee in response to critical questioning 
Gates admitted that "this is a different set 
of rules, so to speak," and he confirmed that 
the new estimate gives more emphasis to the 
Russians' intentions than to their capa
bilities. 

Gates was · appar.ently ·no.t a:ware that ex
actly 1 year before, on January 21, 1959, Mc
Elroy had testified before the same commit
tee: "I think it would' be very. dangerous if 
we did not proceed on this fiasis [judging 
the opponent's capabilities rather than his 
intentions]. I think it should be under
stood that from the standpoint of the De
partment of Defense, 'we are assuming, as I 
think we should assume, that they will have 
these numbers [of· missiles] in being when 
the national 1n-tell1gence estimate says that 
they could have it." 

The new fOirttlula Oates described is actu
ally not new 8Jt all. By and large, our prac-

tice has ·always been to make an intelligence 
estimate that ended with a statement of the 
opponent's probable intentions. This did 
not mean that_ yo1,1 were _trying to read his 
mind, but rather, from wb,at you knew about 
his situation and a·bout him, judging what 
he was most likely to do. The estimates that 
dealt with the opponent's intentions came up 
with a single course of action aimed at coun
teracting them, and this was all, so it ap
peared, that the commander needed to worry 
about in making his own plans. 

It is obviously much more difficult to es
tima.rte the opponent's capabilities and plan 
your own act ions so as to thwart any one of 
them that might endanger your force or 
plans, but that was the system used, with 
widely recognized success, by Napoleon. It 
was his invariable practice of eliminating 
chance that led Napoleon to write: "Chance 
remains always a mystery to mediocre spir
its and becomes a reality to superior men!' 

In the change in intellectual climate that 
took place in the U.S. Army during the 
1930's, the Command and General Staff Col
lege led a campaign to substitute capabili· 
ties for intentions as the basis of military 
intelligence evaluations. Under a few bril
liant officers, notably Col. Joseph A. ("San
dy") McAndrew, all military dogma was 
questioned, and innumerable historical ex
amples were found to show the disastrous 
results of basing plans on presumed enemy 
intentions. Some of these examples were 
mustrated as part of the school course and 
compared to the Napoleonic practice of con
sidering all reasonable enemy capabilities. 

In a revision of the school texts in 1936, 
I was given the assignment of revising the 
intelligence estimating methods to eliminate 
the use of enemy intentions and to substitute 
the capab111ties system. This sys.tem was 
used at the Command and General Staff Col
lege during the 1936-37 school year and then 
was scheduled for adoption by all Army 
schools. 

At the Infantry School, the new system was 
considered too complicated. Brig. Gen. 
Walter C. Short, then commanding, stormed 
up to Fort Leavenworth and asserted that he 
would not use it at the Infantry School. 
Nobody could understand it, he said. He 
preferred the old and simpler method of de
termining (or guessing) the enemy's inten
tions. I was called in to explain the method 
to him, but to no avail. 

REMEMBER PEARL HARBOR? 
The same General Short was the Army 

commander in the Hawaiian Islands in De
cember 1941. He deduced the Japanese in
tentions in the Hawaiian Islands, as sabo
tage and collected all the aircraft into a sin
gle close grouping, so that they could easily 
be guarded against sabotage. As a result, 
on December 7, 1941, Short did not worry 
about an attack and did not have his radar 
operating, nor did he have any reconnaissance 
aircraft out to look for the Japanese. The 
massed aircraft were a perfect target for 
the Japanese bombers and most ·of them 
were destroyed. Adm. Husband E. Kimmel 
had also decided that sabotage was the ene
my's intention, and the fleet was massed in 
Pearl Harbor for ·the weekend, another sit
ting duck. If Kimmel had been concerned 
about the Japanese capability of attacking _ 
Pearl Harbor, the fleet would have been dis
persed over the ocean and his submarines and 
aircraft would have been reconnoitering 
hundreds of miles from Honolulu. 

But suppose you have more than an esti
mate to go on. Suppose that, through the 
use of spies or by other methods, you know 
the enemy's exact plans and orders. One 
difficulty, of course, is that he may change 
his mind. The commander of the German 
second army, opposing French fifth army at 
Guise, made four completely different de
cisions, and issued orders to carry them out, 
between 5:30 p.m. August 27, 1914, and 9 
a.m. August 28. 
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An instance from the Second World War 11 

also instructive. After the battle for Tunisia 
had been won, the All1es decided to invade. 
Italy via Sicily. To mislead the Germans, 
the British planted spurious plans on the 
body of a fictitious Royal marine courier and 
dropped the body into the water where It 
would be washed ashore in Spain. The Ger
mans were tricked by this apparently valid 
plan into spreading their defense across Eu
rope, even to the extent of removing war
ships from the Sicily area. The ruse made 
the invasion of Sicily relatively easy. 

The opposite of this case was the capture 
by the British of a German courier who had 
been forced: down in the Netherlands in a 
fog and who carried plans for the German 
invasion of · France through Belgium and 
Holland. Hitler, kn,owlng that this plan had 
been captured, changed his plans and in
vaded across the Meuse and through France. 
The British and French, certain that the in• 
vaslon would come through the historic route 
across the northern plains, concentrated their 
armies to the north and were cut off from 
France. So much for intentions, or what the 
opponent probably will do. He can change 
his mind overnight; and no matter how solid 
the information you may have today, it can 
be a trap tomorrow. 

These examples of capabllities versus in
tentions as criteria in making estimates are 
from combat situations, but the same prin
ciples are applicable to the estimate of So
viet m1sslle production. In hearings held 
last March. Senator SYll4.l.NGTON indicated 
that the estimate of Soviet capabllities then 
being used was based on knowledge of fac
tory space for the production of intercon
tinental missiles which. according to our pro
duction experts. enabled the Soviet Union to 
produce 50 missiles a month, probably on a 
three-shift baSis. 

Such a capacity could, of course, be de
preciated by· other estimates indicating, for 
example, that there was insufficient hous
ing for a three-shl:!t operation, or by doubts 
about the Russians' capacity to manufac
ture some intricate components, such as 
guidance controls, at tl?is rate. Or, it is pos
sible that a high-ranking defector could have 
given the intelligence services information 
indicating that it is the Soviet&' intention to 
follow the same policy as the United States 
and to limit the production of current mis
siles until improvements in sight are adopted. 

This would appear to be an estimate of 
intentions that could be depended upon, par
ticularly 1f it seemed to be confirmed by 
other information. But defectors, as we have 
seen, are not to be trusted automatically. 
They may be "plants" to find out how our 
intelligence operates and to give false in
formation. The questioning of defectors and 
the evaluation of their re11ab1Uty ordlnarlly 
takes 6 months or longer. By the time the 
information has been incorporated fnto the 
overall intelligence estimate, a year may have 
passed. Even if the defector's information 
of intentions was valid when he left, plans 
could have been changed several times in 
the interval. 

The diehards, however~ have never been 
convinced, and our intelligence estimates 
may list "if indications justify ·a _conclu
sion, the relative probabllity of adoption of 
enemy capab1llties." In other words, it 
some estimator thinks the indications justify 
a conclusion, and he lists a No. 1 probabU
ity of adoption, the estimate is right back to 
an estimate of intenttons. 

Secretary Gates had only a brief briefing 
before he went before the Appropriations 
Subcommittee. The complete estimate pte
pared by intelligence would have taken. 2 
hours to present to him. He got only 16 
minutes' worth. The complete estimate 
ended with a conclusion ·of three or four 
capablllties listed in order of priority. But 
in the condensed 15-minute version the of-

fleer who was briefing Gates also condensed 
the conclusions and ended with only one 
most probable line of aetion. Gates has the 
reputation In the Pentagon of being some
what superclHous about intelligence. Cer
tainly he was totally unprepared for the crit
Ical question hl8 use of the opponent's inten
tions brought from Congress and the press. 
In response to a question about 1ntell1genee 
at his press conference, Gates permitted him
self to speak of "the intelligence businesS', 
all of which I'm not fa.mll1ar with, thank 
heaven." 

An honorable and dedicated public ser
vant who would not dream of distorting in
telligence for political or budgetary purposes, 
Gates quite obviously belleve'Cl, as President 
Eisenhower said in his press conference on 
January 26: "We have better estimates than 
we have in the past in the field." Allen W. 
Dulles, Director of the Central Intelllgence 
Agency, attempted to come to the rescue a 
few days later In an address before the In
stitute of Aeronautical Sciences in New York, 
saying: "In our estimates we generally stress 
capab111ties in the early stages of Soviet 
weapons development and then, as more hard 
facts are available, we estimate their prob
able programing, sometimes referred to as 
intentions." But Gates is not yet off the 
hook. The President remarked in his press 
conference: "I think Mr. Gates will find ways 
of clarifying exactly what he had-what he 
meant." He should certainly be given every 
chance to do so. 

IFrom the Denver Post, Feb. 11, 1960) 
KEl!lP DEFEMSJ: DEBA'l'l!: IN TBJ: OPBN 

The current debate on American defenses 
is, In our opinion, one of the healthiest 
things that has happened to the American 
people In a long time. 

This is one hassle that no thinking citizen 
can ignore as just politics. 

There is lio lack of sincerity on either 
side. And on the decisions that come out 
of this earnest debate-on whether our de
fense eft'ort is adequate--will depend our 
national safety. 

Thus when Illinois' EVERETT DIRKSEN, the 
GOP Senate leader, charges that the defense 
hearings "may be helping potential enemy 
nations." we think he is both wrong and 
shortsighted. 

It 18 doubtful whether any of the state
ments made to the congressional committees 
were not rather generally known, both to 
our own experts and to Russia's. 

And ln a democracy, where. public support 
is necessary tor adequate defense efforts, it 
is as unwise as it is impossible to keep the 
facta of our progress, or lack of progress, 
:from public scrutiny. 

This may be one of the disadvantages of 
being a democracy opposed to a police state; 
but it 1a still a !act. 

Certain security measures are necessary 
and advisable, but our general defense pos
ture cannot be kept a sec:ret.--e1tb,er from 
our own people or trom our competitors. 

DIRKsEN has recommended that the hear
ings be carried on behind closed doors. 

In some circumstances, closed-door hear
ings are absolutely necessary, 

But if the doors are closed when it 1s not 
absolutely necessary, the testimony in the 
hearings has a way of getting out. 
. It is just too tempting for a Congressman 
to disclose to the press the parts of the testi
mony that s port his views. 

The result is partial and. often distorted 
reports on what the Congressmen were told 
and what the facts are. 

n is far better for the press to be able to 
report the testimony directly, rather than 
having to depend on garbl~ or aelf-sening 
nrsiona leaked from. behind. clO&ed. doors. 

DIRKSEN was disturbed by testimony bJ 
Gen. Thomas Power, the Sirateglc Air Com
mand chief, who said that 300 Russian 

missiles ·could knock out America's retalia
tory forces in 30 minutes, and that a warn
tng system adequate to allow us to stop it 
1s not yet in sight. 

This was the testimony DIRKSEN said could 
be "helpful only to the enemy." 

On the contrary, its exposure will be more 
helJ)ful to the American people. Unless we 
know the facts, we will never learn what 
we as a Nation must do to keep our deterrent 
power ample and sharp. 

[From the Iron Age, Feb. 18, 1960] 
So WHAT MvST WE Do ABoUT Oua DEFENSE 

PosTURE? 
(By Tom Campbell, editor) 

The President has chastised critics of our 
defense posture. He said we, the people. wlll 
make decisions when we have the :facts. The 
critics are not going to be silent. None of 
us wants that. 

We remember that not too long ago the 
Reds were not supposed to have the A-bomb. 
But they had it-far ahead of our schedule 
for them. They were not supposed to have 
the H-bomb. But they had it far ahead o! 
our schedUle for them. 

At first we refused to believe their feats 
in space. News of Sputnik I was a shocker. 
Then the interest died down. 

It was not until much later that any of 
our top- advisers readily admitted that the 
Reds were far ahead of us. Only now do our 
highest military men admit that we are far 
behind in rocketry. 

It seems but. yesterday that we were told 
our Government was concentrating on inter
continental bal1istic missiles. We did, but 
the Reds were ahead of us. 

This 1s not to say we have given up. Nor 
1a it to say that we wm never get to an ad
vance position on missiles and space appara
tus. It is only a recall of those times where 
in tbe pest we have been treated by Gov
ernment as children who should be calmed 
before we slept. 

You can spend only so much money. You 
can go only so far ln a ·dem001tacy i1 you are 
to keep from turning it into a dictatorship. 
And you can either trust the men you put in 
charge or lose faith 1n. them. But whatever 
you do in these tunes must be for keeps. 
A bad misstep by our leaders could leave us. 
with few, 1f any. alternatives.. 

AB for the people telling their leaders 
what to do 1f they have the facts: Perhaps 
the people are not getting all the facts. 
If. so many privy to the same intelligence 
come out with different answers, what can 
we expect Joe Doakes to believe? 

He has. no other choice than to hope and 
trust that our top Government people know 
what they are doing. The fact that he has 
not become too aroused suggests that he does 
trust those he puts in charge. 

If the time comes when we don.'t feel secure 
against the Reds, we will change the team 
at the top. Until that time, we can aft'ord a 
thorough airing of our defense setup no mat
te.r who gets angry at whom. 

Our people never can agree that what has 
been done is necessarily the best that can 
be done. OUr defense demands continuing 
and painful checking, questioning, and 
criticism. 

[From Newsweek, Jan. 25, 19'60] 
WIL:cruY TmBS--.Alln:BICA:'s B-70 M11sT FLY 

(Gen. Carl Spaatz, retired, Newsweek's 
contributing editor on mil~tary affairs, was 
commander ol U.S. Strategic Air Forces in 
J:urope during World War n and later Air 
Force Chief of staff. A top theoretician in 
i-he eomplex art of destroying strategic tar
gets, General Spaatz in the following article 
steps into the Jet-bot argument over the 
B-70 bomber. He states an airman's force
ful reasons why the United States needs this 
new strategic weapon.) 
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·The decision to delay· indeftnitely the de

velopment of the B-70 bomber· represents. I 
believe, the most serio.us mistake in .weapons 
-evaluation the United states. could make at 
this juncture in the global: armaments- cono
test. 

Equipped with this weapon, we could face 
the -next decade confident of our mllltary 
security. Without it, · our -present state of 
nervous apprehension will persist. More 
than any other weapon now prdjected, this 
one answers our basic-defense problem. 

Yet the administration, in its 1961 fiscal 
year budget, makes provision only for con
struction of two B.:..7o shells. Nothing "is 
provided for development of the complex 
bombing, navigation, armament, and other 
equipment that will be required. 
· To proceed in this halfhearted way is tan
tamount to shelving the B-70 project, if 
not the concept. 

The trouble seems to be that our military 
planners are thinking of the B-70 merely as 
·another, faster bomber-an improvement 
over the B-52. Actually, it is so great an 
·improvement that it represents a wholly new 
weapon, one which can be even more im:. 
portant than the intercontinental ballistic 
missile. The B-70 amounts to nothing less 
than a breakthrough in the science of aero
dynamics. 

Moreover, it is not a pig in a poke. Enough 
work already had been done on it to guar
antee its performance. It will fly at more 
than 2,000 miles an hom:-=-three times the 
speed of sound; cruise at an al.titude of 70,000 

. fe.et; and have a range of 7,000 miles. 
Equipped with air-to-ground and air-to-air 
missiles, .it could frustrate any antiaircraft 
defense system so far devised or likely to be 
devised in _the foreseeable future. 

Such ·a weapon could carry not one but a 
number of atomic bombs. · It could carry 
weapons and personnel quickly ·to any part 
of the world. It would be equally service
.able in small brush-fire wars. or in global 
war. It could serve both as def.ensive fighter 
and as offensive vehicle. 

Adapted to civilian use, it could give tne 
United States undisputed leadership in air 
.tJ;ansport for a long time to come. 

The alternative to quick development of 
~he · B-70· is relegation of the United States 
.to a second-class position in airpower. This 
1s particularly risky in view of the possibility 
that atomic weapons eventually will be out
lawed by international agreement. If we 
abandon the manned bomber, all our eggs 
will be in the atomic basket. The Polaris 
submarine-launched missile and the ICBM, 
which are touted as the weapons which make 
j;he manned bomber obsolete, would be next 
:to useless if atomic warheads were forbidden. 
The B-70, by contrast, would be a devastat
ing weapon even when carrying only conven
tional explosives. 
. With the Russians ahead of us in space, 
the B-70 represents our best immediate 
chance of tilting the balance of world power 
our way. . This being so, the decision against 
developing it with all possible speed is in
comprehensible. 

{From the Washington Star, Feb. 11, 1960] 
PRESIDENT'S QUICK TRIP SPARKS SECURITY SLIP 

(By William Hines) 
Wlien President Eisenhower left Cape 

Canaveral, Fla., yesterday after 3 hours and 
. 15 minutes on that desolate sand--and-pal
metto heath, he observed -that it had been 
"a very worthwhile trip." 

Many of the reporters who made the hur
ried 1,600-mile round trip wondered from 
what point of view tlie Preside'p:t spdke. 
They th~ught that as far as increaSing his 
grasp Cif either science or Inissll¢ry was con• 
cerned, Mr·. Eisep.hoy...e:r,- could. h,ave teamed 
~ muc:q by staying at home and .being 

briefed, or by, looking. at any of a spate of 
recent picture books on :the Florida missUe 
site. 

About the only thing of any national con
sequence that occtuTed· was a breach of mm
tary security. The. effect of this was to 
·spread among perhaps two score reporters 
information about ·the Polaris missile that 
had been known earlier to a relative few on 
a col;lfidential basis. 

BOBBLE ALMOST INEVITABLE 
The secwi ty leak waa nothing more or 

less than a bobble of the sort almost inevita
ble in a hastily arranged trip like that Mr. 
Eisenhower took yesterday. How effectively 
the fumble was covered up remains to be 
seen; how serious its import is a matter of 
_opinion. ; 

But the leak was important .as a symptom 
characteristic of what happens when news 
is created, or "managed," for reasons that 
apparently have little to do with the na
tional welfare. 

President Eisenhower's trip to Canaveral 
was whipped up on the spur of the moment. 
Some of the White House aids who nor
mally are "cut in" on trips far in advance 
say they did not know about this one until 
24 hours before the President left for Florida. 

This was just about the same time officials 
at the cape were notified of the forthcoming 
trip; and 1 hour before reporters were called 
in by White House Press secretary Janies C. 
Hagerty and given the news. 

From all that could be learned in the 
course of that hectic trip, the Canaveral in
spection tour apparently "jus' growed" like 
Topsy. · 

"Plan a 4-hour tour for the President," 
seems to have been about the extent of the 
instructions sent down by Cape Canaveral. 
_The trip was later cut to 3 Y:z hours by elimi
nating a luncheon, and finally to 3 ~ hours 
by spinning the convoy's wheels a little 
faster. 

A prime purpose of the tour seemed to be 
to secure photographs of Mr. Eisenhower in 
front of some missiles. 

In the original tour plan, photographers 
were given ample opportunity to take pic
tures, but writers were not granted an equal 
chance to observe. This plan broke down, 
however. · 

DEVIL-MAY-CARE AIR 

testimony that is emerging from the various 
"Committees on Capitol Hill: When so much 
18 eliminated for security reasons, that which 
·remains is often almost unintel11gible. 

One thing seems clear enough, however. 
And: this is that our best insurance against 
))eing attacked will rest, now and for some 
time to come, on the strike-back capacity of 
our SAC bombers--our B-52's and our B-47's. 
If; during the period of changeover to mis
siles, these planes should be surprised and 
largely destroyed on their bases this country 
would be at the mercy of the enemy. Pearl 
Harbor was bad enough and illustrates the 
point. In 1941 and 1942, however, we had 
·opportunity to recover from the destruction 
of our Pacific Fleet. We can hardly .expect 
to have such opportunity again. 

For these reasons there is much force to 
the_ contention that we should be preparing 
now to maintain a substantial portion of 
our SAC bombers on an around-the-clock 
airborne alert. In other words, keep enough 
of them armed and in the air at all times so 
the Russians will know that they cannot 
destroy all of our retaliatory capacity with a 
sneak attack. 

Tlie details are complex. When can we 
expect that an airborne alert will be nec
essary? No one-seems to be sure, but the 
best guess is . within a year or so. Without 
preparation, however, an adequate airborne 
alert could not be maintained for long. If 
we expect to keep from a fourth to a third 
of our SAC bombers in the air 2 years from 
now, we must begin, well in advance, to 
provide spare engines, more refueling tank
ers, and perhaps more crews. How much will 
this cost? The estimate is about $600 mii
lion in the first year and $1 bil11on a year 
.thereafter. The new budget carries $90 mil
lion for this purpose-presumably not 
enough. other testimony suggests however, 
that the President has authority to spend 
what is necessary for an adequate alert, and 
that Congress is obligated to come up with 
the money. Still another complicating factor 
is testimony from General White, Air Force 
Chief of Staff, that preparation for an air
borne alert is desirable, but that institution 
of such an alert, at least at ·this time, might 
provoke the Russians to rash action. His 
te~timony on this point was censored to such 
an extent, however, that it is hard to tell 
exactly what he had in mind. 

Still, through all of the uncertainties, the 
basic consideration emerges clearly enough. 
We will be ruined if our SAC bombers, in a 
bigger and ghastlier Pearl Harbor, should be 
destroyed on the ground. We should pro
vide the money and start preparing in time 
to make certain that this will not happen. 

The whole thing had a gala devil-may-care 
air about it. Had the . President wished to 
inspect a war-ready missile · base, Cape Ca
naveral is about the last place in the world 
he should have gone. No shot has ever 
been, or will ever be, fired in anger from 
there. It is a test base, pure and simple. 
Its relationship to actual combat bases is 
about equivalent to General Motors' test 
track's relationship to a great metropolitan _ [From the Washington Post, Feb. 14, 1~60] 
freeway. CRITICISM'S CRITICS 

For a meaningful briefing and an actual President Eisenhower has always disliked 
feel for miEsile-base operations, Mr. Eisen- wrangles, and it is hardly surprising that he 
hower should have gone to some such place deplores the controversy aroused by criticism 
as Vandenberg Air Force Base, Calif. He of the defense effort. In this criticism no 
might have done so last month while on one has questioned the President's own sin
the west coast for the "dinner with Ike" at cerity in doing what he thinks right. What 
Los Angeles. It would have interrupted his has been questioned is Mr. Eisenhower's judg
trip for less than the 6 hours and 47 minutes ment about the measures necessary to main
total elapsed time of his absence .from wash- tain American primacy and about the mili
ington yesterday. tary expenditure the country can stand. In 

At any event, it is unthinkable that the contrast with the proposed $41 billion mlli
President needs to travel to cape canaveral tary budget, the United States in fiscal 1953 
to learn about missiles. The me1;1 who have sustained a military budget of $51 billion 
managed the Air Force and Navy missile ~hen , the gross national produce was some 
programs-Lt. Gen. Bernard A. Schriever $100 billion less than it is today . 
and Rear Adm. w. A. _Raborn, for example- The argument frequently advanced by 
are only minutes away from the President's others that such criticism is injuring the 
side, and can fill him i_n oQ. Atlases, Polarises, country is mqre serious-and specious. Vice 
and Titans without breaching security. President NixoN-whose condemnation of a 

"numbers grume" in missiles is in interesting 
'[Fr~~ t~e Washington Star, Feb. i7, 1960] contrast, as Senator HUMPHREY has pointed 

BoMBERS IN THE Am out, .to his own performance of a few ye~rs 
It is ld_111lcult to for.,.. many firm ·Judcnn._ ents ago . on loyalty-s_ecurity caseE-has opined 

~.- .,..,... tha.t too much talk about the United States 
on the bM.is of the heavily censored defense becOming a second-class power might cause 
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a potential enemy to miscalculate. Senate 
Minority Leader DIRKSEN observed after a 
White House conference the other day that 
security "should be safeguarded" and that 
"the comment on · the ·submarines we have 
compared to the Soviet Union, the number 
of ships in different categories compared . to 
the Soviet Union, the discussion of bases-I 
don't think that these things ought to be 
paraded across the front page." 

Such premises seem to us fallacious on two 
counts. The first is the notion that the Rus
sians are being treated to a lot of informa
tion they do not already have. If their in
telligence is half as good as there is reason 
to think that it is, they have a pretty ac
curate knowledge of what the United States 
possesses in military capacity. 

The second is the implication, connected 
with the above notion, that such knowledge 
should be secreted. It may be important 
to safeguard the details of weapons, but in 
the broad sense a deterrent is only as good 
as a potential adversary believes it to be. 
Most of the criticism of American defenses 
concerns inadequacies 2 or 3 years hence, 
some of which may yet be remedied. If pres
ent military power is as great as defense of
ficials say that it is, then the administration 
ought to want the Russians to know about 
it. That is the way to prevent miscalculation. 

Some of the criticism may indeed be 
wrongly based or ill-informed. But for ad
ministration spokesmen to imply that crit
icism of the defense program is therefore "de
structive"--or to insinuate as General Twin
ing did the other day that there is something 
disloyal in questioning the performance-:-is 
to assume a degree of sacrosanctity and in
!aU1bJlity that Americans have not custom
arily accorded their national leadership. 

How, pray tell, are persons who are just as 
sincere in their concern for the country as 
the President is in his to attempt to in
crease the defense effort except through pub
lic comment and discussion? The attempts 
to stigmatize the exercise of criticism are far 
more frightening than the bogeys of a gar
rison state which apologists are so fond of 
invoking. 

(From the Washington Post, Feb. 16, 1960] 
CATCHING UP 

Tass, the Soviet news agency, announced 
the ilrst intercontinental ' missile on August 
26, 1957. The first Soviet sputnik took flight 
on October 4, 1957. On September 13, 1959, 
a Soviet rocket reached the moon. On Jan- · 
uary 20, 1960, the Soviet Unio~ reported the 
successful test in the Pacific of a ,:nissile that 
went nearly 7,800 miles and struck within 
1 ~ miles of its target. 

Following are some of the comments o:f 
President Eisenhower during this progres
s~on: 

"Let's take the earth satellite, as opposed 
to the missile, because they are related only 
indirectly in the physical sense, and in our 
case not at all. Never has .it been considered 
as a race."--October 9, 1957. 

"So far as the satellite itself is concerned, 
that does not raise my apprehensions, not 
one iota."--October 9, 1957. 

"It is my conviction, supported by trusted 
scientific and military advisers, that, al
though the Soviets are quite likely ~ead 
in some missile and special areas, and are 
obviously ahead of us in satellite develop
ment, as of today the overall military 
strength of the free world is distinctly great
er than that of Communist countries."
November 7, 1957. 

"At this moment the consensus of opinion 
is that we are probably somewhat behind 
the Soviets in some areas of long-range bal
listic missile development."-January 9, 
1958. 

"With respect to the thrUst • • • I do 
know that our plans, prograxns of develop
ment, are the kind that will put up any 

kind of mlssile or any ldnd of satellite that 
we believe wUl be necessaey."'--J'une 18, 
1958. . 

"There has been no place that I can see 
where there has been any possiblllty of gape 
occurring."-August 27, 1958. 

"Today the so-called missile gap is being 
r~pidly :filled."--Qctober 20, 1958. 

"We are rapidly :filling the gap that existed; 
and in some ways I think that our scientists 
have already achieved what we would call 
even more than equality, particularly in 
types and kinds, even 1f not in numbers."
October 21, 1958. 

"The so-called missile gap of 6 years ago is 
speedily being filled."-OCtober 22, 1958. 

"Today America-and all the world
knows that in less than 4 years we are rap
idly closing the missile gap that we inher
ited. · And sputniks have been matched by 
Explorers, Vanguards, and Pioneers."-Octo
ber 31, 1958. 

"It is absolutely fatuous and futile to try 
to balance, item by j tem, the progress of two 
great nations in thefr technology of defense. 
To disturb ourselves too much that we have 
not yet caught up with another great power 
and people with technical skill in a particu
lar item, it seems to me to show a loss or a 
lack ot a sense of balance."--January 14, 1959. 

"We do not believe that there is a relative 
increase in their capaclty."-February 4, 
1959. 

"Our mllltary missile program, going for
ward so successfully, does not suffer fr~m our 
present . lack of very large rocket engines, 
which are so necessary in distant space ex
ploration. I am assured by experts that the 
thrust of our present missiles is fully ade
quate for defense requirements."-January 
7, 1960. 

"I ani always a little bit amazed J'l,bout 
this business of catching up. What you 
want is enough, a thing that is adequate."
February 3, 1960. 

"There are too many of these generals with 
all sorts of ideas. I cannot be particularly 
disturbed because everybody with a parochial 
viewpoint all over the place comes along and 
says that the bosses know nothing about 
it."-February 3, 1960. 

"The biggest problem there is in the United 
States today is to make sure that her own 
people • • • understand the basic issues 
that face us and form their own judg
ment."-February 11, 1960. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 15, 1960] 
(These footnotes to the week's news have 

been gathered by reporters of the Washing
ton Post.) 

Republicans charge that Democrats are 
playing politics in talking about the missile 
gap, but President Eisenhower himself hasn't 

. been above inserting a little politics into 
the issue. 

At a recent news conference he called re
porters' attention to a "statement of Ameri
ca's history in missile development" that he 
had just seen in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
Without explaining further, the President 
gave it this plug: "It's a very comprehensive 
one, and I commend it to your attention to 
show what has been done with a very slow 
start and with a complete neglect for a 
period." 

Reporters found that the account, inserted 
ln the RECORD by Senate Republican Leader 
EvERETT M. DIRKSEN, of Illinois, who listed 
Representative LESLIE C. ARENDS, of Dlinois, 
House Republican whip, as author. Copies 
have been distributed to all congressional 
GOP members. 

Inquiries at ARENDs' omce disclosed that 
it was an updating of a pamphlet distrib
uted to Republicans 2 years ago and endorsed 
by the national committee for use in cam
paigning. 

Without mentioning former President 
Truman by name, it cites dates and flgures 

to put the blame for the current missile lag 
on the former Democratic administration. 
America, it declared, "turned seriously to 
long-range ballistic missiles only 7 years 
ago," and since then "programs have ad
vanced with impressive speed." 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 26, 1960] 
TODAY AND TOMORROW 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
WEAPONS AND SPACE 

The argument about our defenses, which 
is now raging, revolves around what used to 
be called the missile gap and is now called 
the deterrent gap. The gap in either version 
is during the next few years when the Soviet 
Union will have in operation perhaps three 
time as many long-range missiles as we have. 

In this period of time the Soviet Union 
will be able, says General Power, the com
mander of the Strategic Air Force, to "vir
tually wipe out our entire nuclear (retalia
tory) strike capability within a span of 30 
minutes." Theoretically then, the Soviet 
Union would no longer be deterred since it 
could knock us out before we could answer 
back. 

The administration's view is that this is an 
abstract theoretical equation-General Power 
called it "a mathematical probablllty" which 
in fact and in reality the Soviet Union could 
not and would not act upon. For the total 
retaliatory power of the United States and 
its allies is to be measured not only in mis
siles but in manned bombers which can be 

. kept tn the air, and by other strategic weap
ons such as submarines and mobile missile 
bases. 

On the nearer issue of whether we shall 
soon be at the mercy of the Soviet Union, the 
administration has, it seexns to me, a good 
case. No doubt General Power is right to 
insist upon the mathematical probablllty 
that 150 long-range missiles and another 150 
medium-range missiles could in half an hour 
destroy the 100 installations and faclUties 
from which we can launch a nuclear reply. 
But while this is a good and sumcient reason 
for strengthening our retaliatory force and 
of spending the money: to protect it, there 
is a bigger issue which we need to ponder 
and to discuss. 

The deep weakness in the administration's 
position is not that we cannot deter the So
viet Union in 1963. It is that in the gen
eral field of rockets and the exploration of 
space we are not even holding our own. We 
are falling behin,d. The administration's 
case, although good enough ori. the risks of 
war in 1963, contains within it a great and 
quite unfounded assumption. 

This assumption is that although the so
viet Union is now ahead of us, we are in 
the process of catching up. This supposes 
that we are now moving faster than the So
viet Union is moving. There is no reason 
to think that this. is true. Almost certainly 
the truth is that they are moving faster 
than weare. 

This is the most serious of all the gaps. It 
is that despite the genius and talent avail
able our science and technology are less good 
than that of the Soviet Union. 

We have all asked ourselves why. My own 
view for what it may be worth, is that our 
seco'nd-rateness stems from a false concep
tion of the whole matter and from a fun
damentally wrong decision. The false con
ception is the President's belief that there 
are two separate and distinct flelds-one for 
m111tary weapons and the other for explora
tion of space. From this fallacy stems the 
decision to leave the development of the 
missiles to the m111tary service and to treat 
the exploration of space as a form of boon
doggling, of no concern to our safety and 
with no serious claim on the budget. 

From this comes, so I am convinced, the 
fact that the armed services flnd it very hard 
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to recruit and to hold on to ' the ·very best 
scientific minds of the country. · The very 
first-rate-men. will not devote their lives· to 
making a weapon that will soon be obsolete. 
These same men are often not recruited for 
the space exploration because the whole effort 
there is starved fo_r money. . 

The second-rateness of our performance is. 
due to the fact that our programs--military 
and for space--do not invite and encourage 
the very first-rate minds. I am afraid that 
the reason why the Soviets are ahead of us 
is that their mi11tary weapons and their 
space rockets are under the control, not of 
the soldiers and not of the factory managers, 
but of the scientists. 

Men of genius cannot do what they are 
capable of doing if, as is the case today, they 
are herded into separate compartments and 
told to devote themselves to limited aims. 
They will respond best 1! they can believe 
that they are part of a great inquiry and ex
perimentation into the nature of the uni
verse. In all the flourishing periods of dis
covery and invention the air men breathed 
stimulated them to look beyond the horizon. 

There is no such favoring climate today. 
Instead we have a Philistinism which sup
poses that the most original and first-rate 
minds can be hired for any job that the boss 
chooses for them. And we have a materialism 
which regards the exploration of space, and 
indeed the exploration of the unknown, as 
less important than the multiplication of 
consumer goods. 

·Such Philistinism and materialism are the 
attributes of a de·cllning and second-rate 
power, and they are our real cause for 
concern. 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, at 

this time I am glad to yield to the able 
Senator from Alasl{a. 

Mr. GRUENING. I wonder whether 
the able Senator from Missouri-who 
has given us so comprehensive and so 
effective a picture of the defense situa
tion, based on his long experience and 
his great solicitude in this field-is aware 
of the fact that he has many supporters, 
not only among the generals whose 
names have been mentioned, and who 
have resigned from the services in 
protest, and not only among other dis
tinguished and outstanding military 
experts, but also among many other 
prominent Americans. For instance., I 
wonder whether the Senator from Mis
souri is aware of the series of six articles 
which Joseph Alsop, a very distinguished 
and conscientious columnist, has written 
on the subject "The Missile Gap." The 
articles have been widely syndicated by 
the New York Herald Tribune, a Republi
can organ, and have not, as far as · I 
know been disputed editorially by that 
newspaper. This, I believe, shows that 
~his issue is a national one, not a partisan 
one. 

A moment ago I saw in the Chamber 
my friend, the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]; and I 
remember that a very eloquent speech 
which he made about a year ago con._ 
tained the statement: 

Abraham Lincoln did not balance the 
budget; but he saved the Union. 

I think that is very pertinent to the 
situation. today. · 

If the Senator from Missouri has not 
seen this excellent series of Joe Alsop's 
six articles, he might wish to have them 
inserted in the RE:coitD, because th.ey com
pletely buttress his point of view. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to 
say, here ori the floor of the Senate, that 
I do not think any newspaperman ·has 
-done more for the sec~ity of the United 
States than has Mi'. Alsop in his fearless 
presentation· of one of the real problems 
in the world today-namely, the neces
sity for going to the summit conferences 
with relative strength, instead of going 
there with relative weakness. 

Perhaps the Senator saw the very sig
nificant article from Moscow-published 
yesterday morning on the front page of 
the Baltimore Sun. It was about our 
weak negotiating position at the sum
mit. I should like to send it to the 
Senator, although I do not request that 
it be printed in the RECORD. I believe 
this country should b~ as strong as neces
sary. Regardless of anyone's belief to 
the contrary, we must be able to nego
tiate from psychological and physical 
strength, as well as from moral strength. 

I thank the Senator from Alaska for 
mentioning the articles by Mr. Alsop; 
·and, Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the six articles by Joseph 
Alsop be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Is UNITED STATES SAFE OR NoT?-CoNFLICTS ON 

MISSILE GAP 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

WASHINGTON.-A deeply disturbing conflict 
of the highest official opinion, on the sole 
problem which literally involves the sur
vival of the United States, was unobtrusively 
revealed last week. · 

The problem of the missile gap was paint
ed in the rosiest, most reassuring colors in 
congressional testimony by the able new 
Secretary of Defense, Thomas Gates, and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. 
Nathan Twining. _ General Twining even sug
gested that it was downright unpatriotic to 
regard the missile gap as constituting a 
problem. 

Almost simultaneously, the same problem 
was painted in the most somber and alarm
ing colors by the Strategic Air Commander, 
Gen. Thomas Power. Virtually no attention 
was given to the extraordinary speech, be
fore the New York Economic Club, by the 
man who has more responsibility than any
one else for bridging the missile gap. Yet 
the message of SAC's brilliant leader was as 
grave as possible, as can be seen from the 
following excerpts: 

"If (the Soviets) could effectively threaten 
us from a position of such mllitary superi
ority that we would feel unable to defend 
ourselves, our capability to .resist • • • would 
be greatly reduced, if not nullified. (Such) 
military superiority would be achieved 
through accumulation of (enough) ballistic 
missiles to destroy our retaliatory forces be
fore they could be launched. Surprisingly, 
this would not take very many missiles under 
present conditions. • • · • The total num
ber of installations and fac111ties f-rom which 
we can launch nuclear-armed aircraft or mis
siles at this moment is only about 100. All 
of these facilities present soft targets-that 
is, they could suffer crippling damage even 
(from) a near miss . . 
. "It would take an · average of three mis
siles, in their . current stage of development, 
to give an aggressor a mathematical- proba
bill.ty of , 95 percent tb:at he can destroy -one 
given soft target from 5,0()0 mil~ away. This 
means that, with only some 300 balUstlc mis
siles, the Soviets could virtually wipe out our 

enttre nuclear strike capabllity wlthlri a span 
of SO minutes. To · futther heighten this 
threat, only about half these missiles would 
have to be ICBM's. 'Ib.e rest could be the 
smaller intermediate-range ballistic mis
stres." · 

These words, so terrible in their implica
tions, as will be seen, were in the hands of 
the Pentagon censorship for no less than 3 
weeks. During this interminable "process
ing," General Power's speech was extensively 
pruned and toned down. If General Power's 
facts could have been attacked, the censors 

· would surely have pruned them, too. Hence, 
·the foregoing must ·be accepted as the first 
authoritative statement, from a source com
manding absolute belief, of the missile capa
bility the Soviets now need to bring this 
country to its knees. 

As . might have been expected, General 
Power did not overtly challenge the views 
expressed by Secretary Gates and General 
Twining. But the challenge is plain enough 
and terrible enough if you place General 
Power's statement of facts against its back
ground of theory. The theory of deterrence, 
which gives the key to General Power's 
speech, is not merely accepted by General 
Power and Secretary Gates and General 
Twining. It is also accepted by Nikita S. 
Khrushchev, as he disclosed in the most sig
nificant passage of his recent speech to the 
Supreme Soviet. 

In brief, true deterrer.ce depends on care
ful calculations of "first strike capability" 
and counterstrike capability. The United 
States today, for instance, has enough nu
clear striking power to destroy the Soviet 
Union 10 times over. But the Soviet Union 
today also has formidable nuclear striking 
power. The United States therefore has no 
"first strike capability," if our first strike . 
cannot take out all the pinpoint targets pre
sented by Soviet panoply of nuclear power. 
We have, first of all, to destroy this power be
fore it gets off ~he ground. If we cannot do 
this, our first strike will merely trigger the 
Soviet "counters trike capab111ty ." If we are 
thus faced with the prospect of national de
struction by the enemy's counterstrike, we 
are effectively "deterred." Just this is our 
present situation, according to Khrushchev. 

Furthermore, as General Power admitted, 
America's nuclear striking power, though 
vast, is also very vulnerable to missile attack. 
This is because our power, mainly SAC, is 
concentrated in a few targets, lacks effective 
warning, and so on. For these rea-sons, a 
small number of Soviet missiles-General 
Power says 300-will be enough to wipe out 
virtually all our nuclear power before it can 
get off the ground. With these missiles in 
their armory, the Soviets will not need to fear 
our counterstrike; and our deterrent will 
then cease to deter. 

This was, of course, the exact situation 
that General · Power grimly described. It 
could be, he implied, the true American sit
uation before very long. His description 
was so grim for two reasons; his frank ad
mission of our deterrent's extreme vulner
ability; and his startlingly low estimate of 
the number of missiles the Soviets would 
need to destroy our deterrent. 

There is only one way to reconcile General 
Power's statement of the facts with the in
terpretation of the facts offered to Congress 
by Secretary Gates and General Twining. 
General Power obviously suspects that the 
Soviets may soon have the smaller number 
of operational missiles_ required to destroy our 
deterrent. But Secretary Gates and General 
Twining are convinced, as they have testified, 
that it is absolutely impossible for the So
viets to have this number ri! missiles within 
the period of our deterrent's vulnerab111ty. 

General Twining and Secretary Gates have 
derived this comfo~ing conviction, as they 
have also testified, from the National Intel
ligence Estunates. Thus two questions 1m
mediately present themselves. Are the Na
tional Estimates (:Orrect? And even if the 
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estimates are correct, is it permissible to 
gamble the whole national future on mere 
estimates? These questions will be examined. 
in the next articles of this series. 

Is GATES' OPTIMISM JUSTIFIED?-TH!: SoVIE'I' 
MISSILE ARsENAL 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
WASHINGTON.-"With only some 300 bal• 

listic missiles, the Soviets could virtually 
wipe out our entire nuclear strike capability 
within a span of 30 minutes. To further 
heighten this threat, only about half of these 
missiles would have to be ICBM's. The rest 
could be the smaller intermediate-range bal
listic missiles." (Speech last week by the 
U.S. Strategic Air Commander, Gen .. Thomas 
Power.) 

This first authoritative statement of the 
missiles the Soviets need to destroy the 
American deterrent came straight from the 
man in charge of the deterrent. But almost 
simultaneously Secretary of Defense Thomas 
Gates and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
Gen. Nathan Twining, were telling a con
gressional committee that we hardly need to 
worry about Soviet missiles, or about a mis
sile gap. 

Therefore Secretary Gates and General 
Twining plainly believe that the Soviets can
not possibly have or produce the missiles 
General Power says they need. The Secretary 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs in 
tact place absolute confidence in the na
tional intelligence estimates-the official 
guesses at Soviet mllitary capability pre
pared by the Central Intelligence Agency in 
cooperation with the State Department and 
the armed services. 

As survival quite literally depends on Sec
retary Gates being right, it is important to 
know whether his confidence in the estimate 
is well founded. The first thing to note is 
the extreme narrowness of the national esti
mates' margin of error, beyond which further 
error may mean national suicide. 

According to General Power, the Soviets 
could destroy our deterrent with 150 inter
continental missiles for our nuql~ar launch
ing sites in this hemisphere, plus another 
150 intermediate-range missiles ;for our air 
and missile bases overseas. The national 
estimates themselves have long granted the 
Soviets an ample stock of IRBM's. Over 100 
mBM launching pads are known to exist in 
Eastern Europe alone. Thus everything 
hangs upon the single question, whether 
the Soviets now have, or will soon hav·e, 
only 150 operational intercontinental 
missiles. 

The number ls not large. It is, for ex
ample, only 10 months of the productive 
capacity of our own Atlas ICBM plant, 1! the 
Atlas production line were working on a 
three-shift basis instead· of a business-as• 
usual basis. It is also less than the number 
of ope1'18.tional ICBM's we would now have 
in this country, if President Eisenhower had 
ordered a.n aU-out missile effort after the 
warning of the first sputnik. 

Again, 150 ICBM's is only three-fifths of 
the rockets that Nikita S. Khrushchev has 
said the Soviets produced last · year "in a 
single factory." From the context, he seemed 
to be talking about intercontinental rockets; 
He was hopefully interpreted here, as· talk
ing only about IRBM's. At that, the inter
pretation is not overly comforting, for we 
have no factory today that is currently pro
ducing half Khrushchev's number ot majo_r 
rockets, even in the IRBM range. 

Finally, and most important of all, 150 
ICBM's is, or at leastt ought to be, ·a much 
smaller number of operational · missiles by 
Soviet standards than by American stand
ards. This is because of the lamentable 
dlfference in the histories of the SoViet and 
American missile programs. 

In brief, there was no ·coherent, sensible 
American program of long range missile de
velopment before 1954. Only 1n that year 

were practical recommendations for big mis
siles presented by the late Dr. John von 
Neumann, and rammed. through the resist
ing Pentagon by the late Secretary of the 
Air Force Harold Talbott a.nd former As
sistant Secretary Trevor Gardner. This late 
start is the main reason why the first Ameri
can ICBM, the Atlas, though operational 
a.nd emcient, is basically an engineering 
hybrid. 

The Soviet program of missil~ develop
ment, in contrast, began early, always had 
a high priority, and has been marked by 
methodical, orderly continuity. In the 
years after the war, before the United States 
had managed to build a single Chinese copy 
of the German V-2, the Soviets produced 
1,000 V-2's in the captured underground 
V-2 plant in East Germany, just to get their 
hands in, so to say. Development thereafter 
proceeded by generations; the T-1, an im
proved V-2; the T-2, an IRBM protoype; the 
T-3A and T-3B, which are the present So-

. viet ICBM's, and the new, longer range So
viet missile tested in the Pacific, which is 
the fourth generation. 

If the United States had followed a simi
lar development curve over a similar period 
of time, there can be no doubt at all that 
we would have, not a mere 150 ICBM's oper· 
ational, but 1,500 ICBM's if the requirement 
were that big. Hence the published facts 
are dead against Secretary Gates. The 
problem remains whether the unpublished 
facts justify the Secretary's confidence that 
the Soviets certainly do not have what they 
most certainly ought to be able to have and 
must greatly want to have. This problem 
will be examined in the next report in this 
series. 

UNITED STATES SEEN TAKING HUGE GAMBLE-
THE MISSILE GAP AND SURVIVAL 

(By Joseph Alsop) · 
WASHINGTON .-The Eisenhower administra· 

tion is gambling the national future on the 
assumption that the Soviets cannot possibly 
have a number of operational ICBM's equiva
lent to 10 months of capacity output at our 
own Atlas missile plant. 

The fact sounds incredible when stated in 
this blunt manner. It is a hard fact none
theless. The man who _should know best, 
the brilliant Strategic Air Commander, Gen. 
Thomas Power, has flatly said that the 
Soviets can "virtually wipe out" our nuclear 
deterrent with no more than 150 intercon
tinental ballistic misiles, plus the IRBM's 
they already have in plenty. • The Atlas plant 
has long been capable of turning out 15 
ICBM's a month, if ordered i-nto three-shift 
production. 

Yet no serious emergency measures are 
being taken to forestall the "wiping out" of 
our nuclear deterrent, on which our national 
survival depends. According to Secretary of 
Defense Thomas Oates, such measures are 
not needed, because the national intelligence 
estimwtes do not give the Soviets even the 
very limited number of ICBM's that General 
Power says could win the war for the Kremlin. 

There are several things to note about this 
gamble on the micrometric accuracy of the 
national intelligence estimates. In the first 
place, it is certainly not justified by the past 
record. This record shows a consistent series 
of gross American underestimates of Soviet 
weapons achievements from 1946 onward. 

From the atom bomb, to the first Soviet 
jet engine for aircraft, to the first Soviet 
long-range jet bombers, to the ICBM itself, 
the estimators went on making the same 
kind of error. On average, the Soviets were 
always expected' to make each major ad
vance a good 2 years later than the actual 
moment when the advance was made. 

Once, and once only, there was an over
estimate, of SOviet heavy bomber output. 
But tl).is belated correction of previous. mis
takes about Soviet bomber capabilities was 
only an overestimate because of still an-

other gross underestimate. '. At that time, 
"the Soviet missile program was being all but 
ignored. The Soviet changeover from 
bombers to missiles was therefore wholly 
unforeseen. 

In the second place, these persistent, 
often-repeated errors have clearly resulted 
from the very nature of the process by which 
the national intelligence estimates are still 
produced. The intelUgence collector, the 
Central Intelligence Agency, does not pro
duce the estimates. The CIA may do, and 
by every feasible test the CIA apparently 
does, a remarkable job of intelligence col
lection. But when data come in, say about 
the rate of Soviet missile tests, the CIA 
must go into committee with the armed 
services and the State Department. The 
committee decides the meaning of the newly 
collected data. The committee's interpreta
tion of the data is the "national" estimate. 

CIA Director Dulles, a devoted and ex
ceptional public servant, has struggled to 
overcome the tendency to error tn the esti
mates. But Dulles ts not in the weapons 
producing business, along with the armed 
services. He hardly has a more effective 
answer than this reporter had, long ago, 
when the late Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg angrily 
insisted that the "Soviets could not possibly 
be producing more than six jet engines a 
month, and anyone who says different is 
a datnned liar." 

The former Chief of Air Staff was angry 
because six jet engines a month was the 
maximum output we had then attained in 
this country. The true Soviet output il.t 
that time is now well known to have been 
above 200 jet engines a month. 

This in turn suggests the main source of 
error in the estimates. American experience 
is consistently used to measure current and 
future Soviet achievements. But the Soviet 
effort to develop new weapons has always 
been far more intensive than the American 
effort. In reality, the Soviet leadtime from 

· drawing board to production line is · com
monly only half the American leadtime. 
So errors have obstinately recurred. 

Sometimes, It must be added, the Pen
tagon majority really seems to prefer error 
to truth. For example, the late Deputy Sec
retary of Defense Donald Quarles represented 
the Pentagon majority when he did every
thing imaginable to obstruct the installa
tion of the missile-watching radars in Tur
key. When installed, these radars at once 
revealed the progress of the Soviet missile 
program; but even after this sharp lesson 
the radar evidence has often been pooh
poohed. For instance, former Secretary of 
Defense Charles Wilson publicly ridiculed 
the radar's proofs that the Soviets were test
ing their first ICBM's. Long thereafter, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff, Gen. 
N~than Twining, continued to insist that the 
Soviet ICBM's did not have true intercon-
tinental range. · 

Such is the depressing background against 
which it is necessary to examine the detailed 
intelligence estimates which are the basis 
of the most hair-raising gamble a govern
ment has ever made. This analysis will be 
attempted in the next article in this series. 

UNITED STATES PLAYING RUSSIAN ROULETTE?
EsTIMATE OF RED MISSILES 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
WASHINGTON.-The American intelligence 

estimate prepared at the time of the first 
sputnik gave the Soviets about 500 intercon
tinental missiles by the end of this year. 
If these first estimates happened to be cor
rect, the Kremlin may already have enough 
ICBM's to wipe out our nuclear deterrent. 

During 1958, however, the first estimates 
were downgraded. New and lower estimates 
were conveniently revea,led by former Secre
tary of Defense Neil McElroy, during his 
presentation of the business-as-usual 1959 
defense budget. This second set of esti-

. 
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mates gave the Kre}lllin 500 ICBM's by the 
end of 1961. lf the revised estimates hap
pened to .be correct, the Kremlin should J>e 

.in a position to win the world about 12 
months from now. . . . 

During 1959, however, the revised esti
mates were revised. yet again. The new and 
still lower estinlates were conveniently re
vealed by Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates, 
during his presentation of the business-as
usual 1960 defense budget. If the twice
downgraded estimates happen to be correct, 
we may perhaps bridge the missile gap with
out any final catastrophe--provided the 
Pentagon's highly optimistic schedules for 
the Minuteman missile and other weapons 
of the future also happen to be correct. 

On the face of it, there is something very 
fishy about these repeated strikingly con
·venient downgradings of intelligence esti
mates. How can anyone be so sure that 
Nikita S. Khrushchev was lying, in late 1958, 
when he stated that Soviet ICBM's were 
already. in serial production? How prove 
that he was being deliberatly _misleading, 
more recently, when he seemed to say that a 
single Soviet factory had turned out 250 
ICBM's last year? 

If he was telling the truth, Khrushchev 
must now have at least 150 operational 
ICBM's. The highest American authority, 
the Strategic . Air commander, Gen. Thomas 
Power, has publicly said 150 ICBM's could 
"virtually wipe out" our nuclear deterrent. 
And the answer to the questions posed above 
is, quite simply, that no one in America can 
possi~ly be . sure Khrushchev was not telling 
the truth, despite our downgraded estimates. 

The proof of that statement lies not merely 
in the disturbing record of the estimates and 
.the pecuUar machinery that produces them, 
both of which have already been described in 
this series. In the evidence itself, lies the 
best proof that the estimates are no more 
absolutely reliable than their name implies. 

The gaps in our evidence on the Soviet 
ICBM program are quite certainly very great. 
We do not know whether the Soviets have 
one, or two, or three, or more ICBM plants 
comparable t.o our own Atlas plant, which 
could turn out 150 ICBM's in 10 months if 
ordered · into 3-shift production. We do 

.not know whether crews have been diverted 
for ICBM's from the admittedly massive So
viet IRBM program. We do not know about 
launching pads, since even tp.e doubly down
graded estimates suggested that the SOviet 
ICBM's are probably rail-mobile. 

Such are the vast areas of ignorance, which 
unchallengable authorities assert are con
cealed behind the national estimates. There 
are hints and indications, of course, to gar
nish the gap. But there is in fact only one 
main area of certainty. Our missile-watch
ing radars have told us that the SOviets 
were not running great numbers of ICBM 
tests-=--<>nly about three a month until re
cently. We also have information about. the 
Soviet testing facilities apparently confirm
ing the information about the ICBM tests. 

This limited SOviet program of ICBM tests 
has been almost the only excuse for twice 
downgrading the estimates. On this point, 
the Central Intelligence Agency, which is not 
in the missile business, is ill equipped to 
argue with the Pentagon, which is very much 
in the missile business. The Pentagon uses 
American test requirements as the yard
stick-a highlY dubious yardstick :tor many 
technical reasons. Insisting on this yard
stick, the Pentagon has also insisted that 
the Soviets cannot be engaged in a crash 
program of ICBM output. 

The words "crash program" are doubly re
vealing. They show first the deforming 
effect of budgetary pressures. A mere 10 
months of capacity output by our own Atlas 
plant-the Kremlin requirement a.S 'stated by 
General Power-<:ould not be called a "crash 
program" by anyone who had . not lQst his 
grip on r.eality-. 

Second, these words, '.'crash program," also 
imply a shocking fact that Secretary Gates 
has now publicly admitted. They show that 
our estimates are no longer calculations of 
&oviet capab111t1es-calculat1ons of the ut
most the Soviet can do, by a crash program 
for instance. They indicate that our esti· 
mates are now mere calculations of Soviet 
intentions. Despite Secretary Gates' subse
quent attempts to fuzz the whole thing over, 
·his original testimony on this point was 
crystal clear: 

"Figures (of SOviet ICBM output) that 
have been testified to in years past • • • 
were based on Soviet capabilities. This pres
ent one is an intelligence estimate of what 
we believe (the Soviet) will probably do, 
not what (the Soviets are) capable of doing." 

Pearl Harbor was the result, the last time 
·the American Government based its defense 
posture on what it believed a hostile power 
would probably do, and not on what the 
hostile power was capable of doing. If the 
estimates are wrong by no more than a 
hairsbreadth, something much worse than 
Pearl Harbor can now be the result. 

In this matter, it is folly to blame the 
estimators, and, above all, the Central In
telligence Agency. The CIA has never 
claimed to provide gospel instead of esti
mates. It has done its best with a bad, diffi
cult business. But those who have pressed 
for downgraded estimates, and have then 
used mere estimates as gospel, can certainly 
be blamed. These sponsors of our business
as-usual defense budgets, headed by the 
President, are playing a vast game of Russian 
roulette with the national future. 

THE BRIDGE 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
WASHINGTON.-The incredible thing about 

the official approach to the missile gap is the 
needlessness of the hair-raising risk that is 
being run. In order to save some hundreds 
of millions of dollars, the Eisenhower admin
istration is literally playing a gigantic game 
of Russian roulette with the national future. 

These are strong statements. They are 
also factual statements. Their coldly factual 
character is at once apparent, if you grasp 
why the American Strategic Air commander, 
the man who knows most about the prob
lem, Gen. Thomas Power, has now begun to 
talk about the Soviets' opportunity to wipe 
out our nuclear deterrent. 

The total vulnerability of the American 
deterrent is obviously General Power's. first 
worry. Here and overseas, there are now 
about 100 missile bases and launching pads 
from which we can send nuclear weapons 
against an enemy. All these bases and 
launching pads are soft targets. "Soft," in 
Pentagonese, means capable of being utterly 
destroyed by the five pounds of blast pres
sure per square inch which is caused, over a 
4-mile radius, by a !-megaton bomb explo
sion. 

.According to General Power, three Soviet 
ballistic missiles will give the Kremlin a 95-
percent chance of destroying any soft target. 
This 1s the basis of General Power's estimate 
of 300 Soviet missiles, half IRBM's, half 
ICBM's, to wipe out the deterrent. As pre
viously noted in this series, there is no doubt 

·the Soviets · already have the intermediate 
range missiles. They wm also have the 150 
ICBM's they require with the equivalent of 
10 months of capacity production of our own 
Atlas missile plant. 

The lack of any warning against missile at
tack is clearly _General Power's second worry. 
At present, and until at least the end of 
1Q63, SAC and all the West's other nuclear 
forces cannot count on any warning against 
s~prise attack.witb missiles. True, an anti
missile warning system is now being ip.
stalled. But the eastern .sector · of this 
BMEWS system, as it is called, 1s only . just 
coming into operat_ion. The central sector 

is still far in the future. The western sec
tor, which has to be based in Scotland, ·has 
not even been started. There will be no 
sure warning until the whole system is com
pleted. 

The combination of zero warning and total 
vulnerability in turn adds up in General 
Power's mind (and in any other capable of 
simple arithmetic) to the likelihood of the 
American deterrent being wiped out--if the 
Soviets just have or acquire the 150 ICBM's 
they need. Right here is where the game of 
Russian roulette begins. 

After two budgetarily convenient down
gradings, the national intelligence estimates 
do not credit the Soviets with those 150 
ICBM's. One must pray the estimates are 
right. But no intelligence service on earth 
can be absolutely certain that the closed So
viet society, using all the resources of the 
huge Soviet economy, has not produced a 
number of weapons equal to a mere 10 
months of capacity production in a single 
American factory. 

There is at least one chance in sbc-the 
normal chance when juvenile delinquents 
play Russian roulette-that our intelligence 
estimates are wrong, some say it may be one 
chance in five, or maybe even one chance 
in four or three, or two. And if the esti
mates are wrong by a hair, our power to 
resist the Kremlin will be nullified, accord
ing to General Power. 

The macabre roulette game is needless, 
however, because there are steps that can be 
taken to solve the problem of the American 
deterrent's total vulnerability and its total 
lack of warning. If we take those steps, 
the missile gap can probably be bridged. 
They are a.s follows: 

A maximum air-borne alert is the most ob· 
vious and urgent need. A plane that is al
ready in the air, with bombs and fuel 
aboard, is not vulnerable to a !-megaton 
explosion, or to a 100-megaton explosion. 
Before launching his own attack, the enemy 
must be ready to defend against all planes 
on airborne alert. Otherwise, if there are 
enough such planes, a Soviet strike at us 
will invite the destruction of the Soviet 
Union. 

At present the Strategic Air Command 
has a 15-minute ground alert, which is use
less in condition of zero warning. In the 
new budget, the administration has reluc
tantly tossed General Power some peanuts for 

. airborne alert--$20 million this year, and 
$90 million next year. But this is the old 
trick of token appropriations to delude the 
Nation. 

A maximum alert is needed, at least of 
General Power's big B-52 bombers, which are 
the only suitable planes he has. Even a 
maximum alert, of 25 percent of his 600 
or so B-52's, will give him a dependable 
first strike of only 150 aircraft. Even after 
due allowance for the improvement in the 
bombs carried, a first strike by 150 aircraft 
is a melancholy contrast with the old SAC 
requirement for a first strike by about 1,500 
aircraft. The contrast is all the more serious 
because of the recent Soviet installation of 
a powerful air defense system based on mis
siles like our N1ke-Hercules. But the maxi
mum airborne alert of the B-52's is the only 
remedy immediately available, and it is a 
good remedy, too. It would add about $900 
million to the budget. 

Better warning can be provided within 18 
months, in all probability by larger invest
ment in the highly promising Midas missile
seeing sate111te. With 18 minutes' warning 
from Midas, General Power could greatly 
increa.Se the strength of his first strike. The 
Pentagon's kept scientists say that it is still 
a gamble to invest the extra $200 million 
needed to buy an operational Midas warning 
system immediately, But the Midas build
ers say it is a good gamble. It should be 
taken. 
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Later dangers can be reduced, too, by buy

Ing more Atlas and Titan missiles for the 
perUous year, 1963. These late-coming mis
siles will be in "hard" pads. Being hard tar
gets, each of these American ICBM's will 
add something like 25 ·· Soviet ICBM's to the 
Kremlin's missile requirement at the very 
time the Kremlin's missile program is quite 
sure to be in highest gear. An increased 
effort to close the far end of the gap in 
this manner might cost a little more than 
tl,500 mi111on. · 

These sums are not trifling. But surely 
tt is not worth playing Russian roulette with 
the national future to save a total amount 
no bigger than the invested capital of a 
single American charitable foundation. 
FALLACY SEEN IN BELIEF THAT "IKE KNOWS 

BEST" 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
WASHINGTON.-Wlth any other President 

tn the White House, the missile gap and the 
way it has been neglected and fully misrep
resented by the administration would by now 
constitute a huge, emotion-charged national 
scandal. 

But Dwight D. Eisenhower not only has 
the curious, often useful political knack of 
acting as a kind of supertranqu111zer, a 
whole nation's M1lltown. He is also, and 
with justice, remembered as the general who 
led our men to victory in the last war. Be
cause he is a military hero, the country tells 
itself, "Ike knows best," while the Eisen
hower Defense Department plays its maca
bre game of Russian roulette with the coun
try's future. 

In this way, Eisenhower the man is a key 
part of the problem of the missile gap. For 
this reason, no study of the problem can be 
complete without an attempt to answer the 
question, whether Ike really does know best. 

It is a truism, of course, that military 
heroes cannot always and forever be trusted 
to know best. Indeed, the fields of history 
are whitened by the bones of armies that 
were prepared for the next war by generals 
who won the last war. But truisms need not 
be universally applicable; so one must look 
at Eisenhower's individual record in order 
to form a judgment. 

in that record, the most significant sin
gle episode is surely the part President 
Eisenhower played tn our most disastrous 
postwar defense budget. This was the 
budget prepared when President Truman 
was having his own bout of budget mania, 
under the Defense Department leadership of 
the egregious Louis Johnson. This was the 
budget that invited the Korean aggression. 
As some predicted, its invitation was quickly 
accepted. 

By Louis Johnson's request, Eisenhower 
came back to Washingtol} that year, to work 
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff whUe the 
budget . was being prepared. Without con
tradiction from Eisenhower, the budget was 
then presented to Congress by Johnson as 
an "Eisenhower budget." Nor was Eisen
hower the only great American m1litary 
figure with a major share of responsibility 
for this budget that invited disaster. 

A wholly different budget had been pre
pared, with infinite toil, by the great James 
V. Forrestal; and President Truman had 
made Gen. George C. Marshall the judge be
tween Forrestal and himself. For the spe
cific reason that the national economy could 
not support the Forrestal budget (which 

· totaled $18 billion) General Marshall told 
Truman to go ahead and cut Forrestal's 
handiwork to the bone. Gen. Omar c. Brad
ley also testified that if we spent a dollar 
more for defense than the Eisenhower-John
son budget (which totaled $13 billion). the 
national economy would promptly collapse 
under the strain. 

Here we see not just Eisenhower alone, 
but three of our greatest soldiers of the last 
war, all making the same appa111ng mistake 

tor the same reason. It is the very reason 
that Eisenhower now puts :torward, once 
again, to justify skimping the national de
tense in the current budget. Our generals, 
apparently, are taught to regard the· econ
omy of the richest nation in history as a 
sort of sensitive plant, likely to fall into de
cline at the merest touch. In Eisenhower, 
of course, this viewpoint has more recently 
been vastly strengthened by the powerful 
influence of men like George M. Humphrey. 

If you believe, with Humphrey, that pay
ing the full bill for national defense is a 
quick road to national suicide, it is, of course, 
tempting to avert the eyes from all the 
reasons why not paying the defense b111 may 
be suicidal. There is evidence, too, that the 
President has done just this. If Eisenhower 
were a less transparently honest man, such 
Eisenhower defense speeches as the one after 
the first sputnik would have had to be 
called something far uglier than grossly 
misleading. The facts were wrong, and they 
were wrongly presented as well. 

The chief fault lay, perhaps, in the White 
House staff's constant, sedulous effort to 
protect their Chief from anything too dis
turbing or too disagreeable. One thinks of 
the former Secretary of the National Security 
Council, Robert Cutler, the greatest of all 
the President protectors, viciously ridiculing 
the awe-inspiring, wholly accurate warnings 
of the Gaither report. 

PENTAGON WARNING 

One thinks, too, of the Pentagon warn
ing to Gen. Andrew Goodpaster that the 
President had better not claim our Vanguard 
satellite would soon match the Soviet sput
nik, because the Vanguard project was in 
a mess. The warning, overly calculated to 
upset the President, was never transmitted. 
The claim that we would match the sputnik 
was duly made. And for many months on 
end, the United States looked s1lly among 
its unsuccessful satellites. 

This is no attempt to denigrate the Presi
dent. It is an effort rather to show why, in 
this crucial case, a very virtuous king may 
be claiming to wear all sorts of clothes he 
has not got on. But perhaps it would have 
been better to assert, at the outset, that it 
is always wrong for any nation to trust 
any leader, instead of trus.ting the hard facts. 

The hard facts say that a. very small num
ber o;f Soviet ICBM's can wipe out the Amer
ican nuclear deterrent. The hard facts say 
there is a good chance of error in the intelli
gence estimates which deny the Soviets this 
small number of ICBM's. The hard facts 
say, therefore, that the remedies must be 
urgently applied that are needed to put an 
end to the Russian roulette game. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Massachusetts had 
asked me to yield to him for a question. 
I asked him to allow me to complete my 
statement. He has graciously done so, 
and I now yield to him for a question. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Missouri for yielding to 
me. There are several questions I 
should like to ask him. 

In the first place, is it not true that to
day the B-52 bomber can carry an 
amount of destructive power far beyond 
what was dropped on Germany during 
World War II? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Any bomber or modern· fighter plane 
that is owned b-y either the United 
States or Soviet Russia or Communist 
China or any other nation can do that 
today, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should also 
like to ask the Senator another questio~ 
In working out our own overall defense; 
we must determine the whole mix of 

weapons, as that term is used today, 
The Senator has talked mostly about 
missiles. Is it not true that our B-52 
long-range bombers are supet:ior in 
number tOda.y, by a . substantial percent
age-without disclosing security infor
mation-over what the Russians have? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
That was explained to the Senate com
mittee by General Twining, then Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force, now Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on the basis 
that the Soviets leapfrogged emphasis 
on their long-range bomber production 
in order to concentrate on their ICBM 
production. This was due, in part, to 
the fact that bombers are especially im
portant to the country which does . not 
plan to attack first, and missiles are rel
atively more important than bombers 
to the country which expects to initiate 
an attack. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is it not also 
true that even if there is a greater thrust 
on the part of the Soviets-and I ac
knowledge what the Senator from Mis,. 
souri has said, that it is true that the 
Soviets have a greater thrust-it is a 
question of the payload in the ICBM; 
and if we have a sufficient payload in 
the ICBM, we do not necessarily need a 
very much greater thrust. 

Mr. SYMINGTON . . That is not cor
rect. I know that the Senator wants to 
have the truth stated. The greater the 
thrust, the greater the warhead or pay
load weight can be, and the less the need 
for accuracy. 

The payload, as the information is 
presented to us, in the present Russian 
ICBM's is more than the payload of our 
ICBM's. That means, therefore, that if 
their ICBM's are as accurate as ours
and there is no reason to believe other
wise-the effect of each of their ICBM'S 
will be greater than the effect of each of 
ours. 

Even if their ICBM's were less accu
rate than ours, the damage they could do 
on targets would be at least equal to ours 
because of their superior thrust and 
bigger payload. 

The people are being misled about this 
question of thrust. When I went to Ala
bama last fall, General Medaris told me 
that the Saturn project had been cut 
from a requested $130 million to $70 
million for the current fiscal year. He 
also told me that the budget request for 
Saturn was cut $110 million-from $250 
million to $140 million-this fiscal year. 
At that time General Medaris was so 
disturbed over the way the matter was 
being handled· that he told me he in
tended to resign. Two days later I ar
ranged to have breakfast with Dr. von 
Braun and he confirmed exactly what 
General Medaris had told me. 

Just the other day there was a press 
release to the effect that the President 
was now requesting $90 million more for 
the Saturn program, which is the pro
gram which could make us equal with 
the Soviets in the matter of thrust and, 
therefore, of payload. But when that 
press release was issued telling about the 
President's recommending $91> million 
for the Saturn program, was anything 
said .about the fact that a great deal 
more than that had been· cut out from 
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the experts' requests for the las~ two 
budgets? The amwer is "No." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield 
further for a few more questions? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Did the Sena .. 

tor see Dr. Gierman's statement on Mon
day with respect to the thrust of the 
Russian missiles and the amount needed 
for our ICBM's in order to carry on suc
cessful missile war? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. To the best of my 
knowledge, I have not seen that state
ment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. My questions to 
the Senator on the question of thrust 
and payload were based on that state
ment. I should say that the question of 
the amount of the payload in the end of 
the ICBM depends on its destructive 
power; and if the destructive power is 
enough to deter, that is what we want. 
Is not that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. If Dr. Glennan 
states that he would not rather have a 
much larger payload in our ICBM's, 
something comparable to that of the 
Russians, then he is in disagreement 
with what the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff has said. In my opinion, 
if that is Dr. Glennan's position, then 
the space program in this country will 
probably get further mixed up than it 
is today-and that is saying a lot. 

After I got the figures about the Sat
urn budget reduction from General 
Medaris and Dr. von Braun, I stated 
them publicly. A few days la);er, Dr. 
Glennan appeared on a national telecast 
and was asked if he knew what cuts I 
was talking about. He replied that he 
did not know anything about any cut 
which had been made in the space pro
gram except $30 million made by Con
gress. I might point out that cut was 
made in the other body of the Congress, 
not in the Senate. 

After the telecast was over, Dr. Glen
nan is reported to have said: 

I guess Senator SYMINGTON was talking 
about the Saturn project, and not about 
any cuts in my space program. 

Dr. Glennan should have made that 
admission publicly, not just privately. 
Of course, he would not have even a tech
nicality upon which to base such a 
reply today, because the whole Saturn 
program has been transferred to his 
agency from the Army and from Gen
eral Medaris. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield for 
about two more questions? I do not 
want to monopolize his time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
~ Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator. 

t;:tlked about an air alert. I listened, 
as did the Senator, to General Power in 
open session and, I believe, in closed 

~ .. session. The facts as to the air alert 
were brought out in the Appropriations 
Subcommittee. The Senator from Mis
souri was not able to be present, but 
I was. 

I call the following fact to the Sen
ator's attention: Congress has been re
quested to enact this year language 
which was adopted last year ~ section 

612 (a) .anq (b) Of the :fisca11960 ~fense 
Appropriation Act. Subsections <a> and 
<l>>, of section -612 put the ail: alert ~to 
the same category with food, clothing, 
and subsistence, which are now covered 
in the general statutes. In other words, 
if the armed services need more food 
than the budget provides, they can pro
ceed to buy it, even though there is no 
appropriation for it. Then the addi
tional amount has to be made up by a 
supplemental appropriation. 

The same situation now obtains as to 
an air alert. If, in the discretion of the 
President, on the recommendation of 
the Secretary of Defense, he wants to 
spend more money for an airborne alert 
than is provided in the budget at pres
ent, he may proceed to do so, and then 
come to Congress for any additional 
money needed. I have that statement 
confirmed by the Department of De
fense. If the Senator from Missouri will 
permit me to do so, I should like to 
read it. · It is only one paragraph. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. So far as I am 
concerned, the able Senator from Massa
chusetts may do so. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I read as fol
lows: 

It is the view of the Department of De
fense that section 612(b) constitutes the au
thority under which the Secretary of Defense, 
upon determination by the President that 
such action is necessary, may incur defi
ciencies in any appropriation available to 
the Department of Defense to finance any 
or all costs of an airborne alert during fiscal 
year 1960. 'Tills would include the authority 
to permit the Department, upon determina
tion by the President that such action is 
necessary, to proceed with the procurement 
of spare parts and the training of additional 
crews, at any time during the fiscal year 
for the purpose of preparing for a possible 
airborne alert at a subsequent date. Such 
authority would, of course, be available for 
fiscal year 1961in the event the language of 
section 612 (b) is reenacted for fis~al year 
1961. 

The Bureau of the Budget concurs in the 
views of the Department of Defense as 
stated herein. 

I mention this because I stated that 
General White and the Secretary of the 
Air Force had nothing to say on that sub
ject. I call it to the Senator's atten
tion because I believe he is not familiar 
with it. I wonder how many Members of 
Congress are familiar with that section. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not follow 
all the references made by the Senator 
from Massachusetts. I do not know the 
details. But the fact- that the Presi
dent has the authority to do something 
about an air alert is in no way reassur
ing to me. Time and time again, after · 
being aware of congressional position, 
the President has impounded -the money 
and not spent it. A recent example, as 
the Senator may remember, was when, 
after many of us, including the Senator 
from Massachusetts, agreed that $382 
million additional should be spent this 
fiscal year for modernization of our 
Army, the administration -impounded · 
most of that money-all but $43 million 
of it-and decided it would not be spent. 

There was a similar case in 1955 
when the ~enate passed, by· one .. vote, a 
bill not to allow the executive branch to 
throw out .20;000 Marine volunteers who 

wanted to remain· in the service, at the 
same time when we were drafting 10,-
000 boys a month off the farms and out 
of the cities who did not want to go into 
the service. The money available which 
was authorized by Congress, and had a 
legislative history behind it, was not 
utilized and the Marine Corps was re
duced by the administration. Some of 
the money was used for purposes for 
which it was not intended by the Con
gress. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
-from Missouri realizes, I am sure, as I 
do, that even if Congress provides for 
the $600 million that General Power says 
is necessary this year, Congress cannot 
force any administration to spend that 
money. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree with the 
Senator on that. 

Is the Senator from Massachusetts 
giving the Senate and the people pf the 
country the idea that because money has 
been appropriated and put on the shelf, 
to be used in case we get into trouble, 
that the President can use that money 
just when it is needed? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Oh, no. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I want to be sure 

we clear up this point in connection with 
the amount of the expenditure which is 
being urged now in the public interest. 
When the term "bomber alert" was used, 
most people in the country thought it 
meant ''airborne alert"; they did not 

· understand that reference was only to 
"ground alert." In my opinion the ad
ministration does not plan to use any
thing like the amount of money that 
General Power says is necessary for the 
airborne alert, but at the same time 
·the people of the country get the impres
sion that adequate preparation is being 
made for such alert. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If Congress 
appropriates $1 million for food, but if 
the Army later finds it necessary to 
spend $1,500,000 for food, the Army can 
spend the additional $500,000, and sub
sequently can ask the Congress for that 
much additional appropriation. 

In the last year we included section 
612, subsections (a) and (b), which per
mit the same thing to be done for an air
borne alert as for buying food. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. If that was done 
last year, why do we not have an ade
quate program? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The authority 
was in the defense appropriation act 
passed last year. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Should we not 
have an air alert? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is right to 
give the President the discretion to in
stall an air alert if he thinks it is neces
sary. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
should like to yield at this time to the 
Senator from washington [Mr. JACK
SON], who has told me that he must 
soon leave the :fioor. I told him that at 
this time I would yield to him. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Washington will permit 
me to do so, I should like to make one 
more statement. 
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· The obllga.tions program for missile 
systems was increased from $1,058 mil· 
lion for the flscal year 1952 to $6,985 
million for the flscal year 1960-or an in
crease of more than six times. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
table printed in the REcoRD, if the Sena
tor from Missouri does not object. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not object, 
although . I was under the impression 
that the Senator from Massachusetts 
had placed the table in the RECORD 
before. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I do not think 
so. 

Mi-. SYMINGTON. J Well, the Senator 
from MassachusettS' did place some table 
on that subject in the RECORD. I noticed 
that some of the chronological items re
lated back to the time when there was 
an Army Air Corps and no Air Force. At 
~hat time the Chief of Statr of the Army 
was General Eisenhower. . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Massachusetts? 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Department of Defense, obligational program for missile systems,1 fiscal years 1946-61 

[Million~ of dollars] 

Fiscal year 1946 and prior_------------------------------
Fiscal year 1947----------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1948. __ -------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1949----------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1950 __ ------------- -------------------------
Fiscal year 195L _ ---------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1952 __ ---------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1953 ___ --- -- -·--------- -----------------------
Fiscal year 1954 __ --------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1955_ ----------------------------·----------~ 
Fiscal year 1956 __ --------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1957-----------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1958 (total>--------------------------------- 
Fiscal year 1959 (total)_--------------------------------
Fiscal year 1960 (total) '---------------------------------
Fiscal year 1961 '------------- ---------------------------

Other surface-
IR/ICBM to-surface 
programs missile 

2.0 
None 

.3 

.1 
None 

.5 

.8 
3,0 

14.0 
159. 0 
526.0 

1, 401.0 
2,150.0 
2, 946.0 
3,303. 0 
3,424. 0 

programs 

19 
20 
36 
45 
65 

185 
239 
403 
336 
398 
387 
603 
639 
685 
509 
383 

All other 
missile 

programs 

51 
38 
45 
53 
69 

598 
818 
760 
717 
911 

1,368 
2, 502 
2,391 
3,269 
3,173 
3,155 

Grand total, 
all missile 
programs 

72 
58 
81 
98 

134 
784 

1,058 
. 1,166 

1,067 
1,468 
2,281 
4,506 
5, . 80 
6,900 
6,985 
6,962 

1 Program data reflected in this table cover the developmental and capital costs involved in missile programs, i.e., 
the cost of bringing missile systems to operational status plus the costs of procuring missiles and related equipment 
for operational purposes. These data include all procurement, construction, and research and development programs 
directly associated with missile programs. 'l.'hese figures do not include military pay, operation and maintenance 
costs for operational missile units and sites and include- only those shipbnilding and aircraft costs directly associated 
with providing missile capability. 

J Fiscal year 1960 data are preliminary estimates; fiscal year 19Gl data represent projected programing. 
s Feb. 19, 1960 (tentative). · 

NOTE.-Estimates are subject to minor revision due to program adjustments. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President
Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the 

Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. RUSSELL. A few minutes ago 

the Senator referred to the funds im
pounded for modernization of the Army.' 
The first statement the Senator made.' 
was correct; namely, that less than $50' 
million of the sum of around $382 mil
lion, as I recall, has been obligated. 

When the Secretary of the Army ap
peared before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, he stated that he had 
just been advised that the Def~nse De~ 
partment had requested .~hat $175 mil
lion be released . . 1. made the same er
ror-and I think my friend, the Senator 
from Washington, also made it-in 
thinking that the $175 million was a 
part of the $382 million; and I stated 
that this money had been released, or
would be released in due course, since the 
Department of Defense had requested it. 

I wish to say, to justify the statement: 
by the Secretary of the Army, that he 
stated that the information had just 
come to him. He had not seen all of the 
P~-!lers . . 

But later I found out that the $175 
million that the Department of Defense 
requested was a part of the budget esti
mate submitted by the Department, but 
that they had likewise impounded it or
had failed to obligate it; and therefore 
the $382 mUllon which Congress appro-: 
priated for modernization of the Army, 

after the most extensive hearings and 
exhaustive discussions in the commit
tees, is still practically all impounded
all except around $40 million. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from Georgia for his statement. 
He is .the authority in the Senate on this 
subject. What he has said just shows 
again what, in my opinion, could prop
erly be called justifiable apprehension 
about what will happen after the Con
gress makes available to the executive 
branch the funds necessary to get our 
security in better shape. 

Mr. RUSSELL. · And the Senator 
might likewise say that it is a cause 
of concern to Members of Congress when, 
in their efforts to measure up to their 
constitutional obligation to provide for 
the national defense, they are hampered 
and hamstrung and negated by the ex
ecutive brancq of the Government and 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Presi
dent. 
· I realize that time and time again we 
are told that that has been done before, 
and I agree that it has been done before. 
But I do not like it, and I do not care 
who does it. · · · . · · 

But it has been done more freqUently, . 
and to more di1ferent ftenis ~for .the sev..: 
er.Pl branches of the armed services, dur
ing the last several years than it has ever 
before been done 1n the history of the· 
Congress. 

Mr. SYMiNGTON. I thank the abie 
Senator from ~eorgia. I know . that he 
agrees that-' two wrongs. do not make· a 
right under any· circumstance. This iS 
particularly appropriate to keep in mind 
when we are dealing with the survival 
of the United States. 
· Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President-

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to my 
friend the Senator from Washington. 
· Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I par
ticularly wish to compliment my able 
colleague the· Senator from Missouri for 
the clarity of his presentation of this 
important issue. I also wish to say that; 
as he customarily does, the Senator from 
Missouri has outlined a constructive pro:.:· 
gram to bolster our national defense 
efforts. 

I think one· of th.J significant state
ments he made in the course of his re
marks has been lost sight of during the 
debate. The able Senator from Mis
souri referred to the air alert and its 
cost. Many persons fail to realize that 
we are now paying the price of false 
economy; we are going to have to spend 
millions and millions of dollars for an 
air alert because we failed to make the · 
effort to achieve at the earliest possible 
date, and in sufficient numbers, an invul
nerable, retaliatory system. 

The air alert may well cost us $1 billion 
a year just for operational expense in
cluding new planes, additional crews; 
parts, and fuel. This is only for · the 
purpose of insuring the survivability of 
our retaliatory system. Had we made. 
the effort that General Schriever re
ferred to in hearings before the com
mittee just a few days ago, we would 
have saved money. He had asked for 
additional funds for additional Atlases. 
He was turned down by the administra
tion. Now we are paying the price in: 
additional cost, which will not add to our 
retaliatory striking power. It is simply 
an increased cost that we have to pay 
to maintain our existing deterrent. · It 
is that simple. . 
. Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator · is 
correct. . · 

Mr. JACKSON. The administration 
does not want to talk about the cost of 
the air alert, because it does not add to 
our retaliatory striking power. It is 
simply a price we are paying because we. 
failed to provide adequate funds at the. 
time they were needed. 

Some of us talked about this subject 
in a constructive fashion a long time, 
ago and urged that something be done 
about speeding the ICBM program. We 
were told the old story that our Nation's 
overall deterrent ability was adequate to 
meet the threat. 

I want to compliment my distinguished 
colleague for his constructive presenta
tion; and I wish to add further that 
there is much discussion about the right 
of Congress· to debate national security. 
I thought we all took an oath to defend 
the Co,nstitution. The Constitution pro
vides that Congress . shall appropriate 
the funds necessary to provide for the 
commqn. security_ ot this country. 

The record of this Congress will dis
close we have given c.oli.structive criti
cism. The record will disclose that, in 
the area of Polaris missile submarines,· 
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it is the Congress that has provided for 
the majority of the Polaris missile sub
marines which the President, in, hi8 
speech to the Co~ess in January, ~d 
he is relying on. This is the kind of 
opposition we should have in the Con
gress. I think the role of the opposition 
is one of constructive opposition. The 
record will disclose that is exactly what 
we have done. . 

I was amazed and a bit amused when 
the Secretary of Defense appeared in 
executive session before the Armed 
Services Committee in January to state 
how· they had relied on the additional 
funds we had made available for the 
missile program. He stated he had made 
use of the funds, claiming credit for the 
additional missiles and for the fun~ 
we had provided over and abov~ the 
amount requested by the administration 
in its budget,. and to which amounts the 
administration had objected at the time. 
. My colleague from Missouri has al
ways played the role of loyal, effective, 
and constructive opposition; and, under 
our system, it is inescapable that our 
country must be stronger by having such 
constructive criticism on the part of 
Congress. 

Mr .. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent. will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall yield to
the majority leader in a moment. First. 
I wish to say I deeply appreciate the 
remarks of my friend from Washington. 
We have been together in this e:ffort for 
many ·years. The · Ainerican · people 
know of his contributions in this area, 
and there is no one from whom I would 
rather have those kind remarks. 

Now I. am glad to yield to the majority 
leader, who· is now conducting hearings 
to brLTl.g out for the people the facts. 
about this serious matter. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, first, I have listened with a great 
deal of interest and approval to the very 
fine statement delivered by the able 
Senator from Missouri. It is one of 
many statements I have heard from him 
over a period of 15 years, and I consider 
him one of the outstanding leaders in 
this entire field. His e:fforts ha:ve always 
been constructive and directed toward 
Informing the American people of the 
needs of this Nation. 

group of published items which I have 
for the REcoRD. . 
. Ma..v 1 re-speCtfully call to the attention 
of the majority leader the fact that $500 
million a year iS just' abOut one-third o{ 
1 day's income of the United States. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I want to 
read one paragraph from a very excel
lent editorial in Life magazine which 
was put in the RECORD at the same time: 

The harshest fact is that by the Presi
dent's own intelligence estimates, the Soviets 
by 1963 will have twice as many ICBM's 
as we--enough, by SAC Commander Thomas 
Power's warning, to wipe out all our bases. 
and retaliatory planes in.. one salvo. 

' Does not the Senator think that re
sponsible statements like that commend 
themselves to the immediate attention 
not only of Congress, but of the Ameri-· 
can people? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I certainly do. 
May I say I also have that editorial in 
my group of items for the RECORD. I 
agree that it was an excellent editorial. 
· Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sen
ator is familiar, of course, with the book, 
"U.S.A.-Seeond Class Power?" 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am familiar with 
it. 
· Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I would like 
to quote from page 57 of that book, in 
which it says: · -

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena~ 
tor is familiar with page 2 of the same 
book, ·where it is stated, "Russia will 
launch the artificial satellite ahead of us. 
This may be shot · into space as early 
as September 17.'" 

It is now known that Russia did at
tempt to launch the first satellite on 
September 17, but because of failure, did 
not get it into orbit until 17 days later, 
October 4, 1957. Is that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
May I respectfully say at that point, 

the day I heard that the sputnik was 
orbiting, I could not help thinking of the 
fact that when the Navy came to the 
Congress for a supplementary fund for 
the Vanguard project for our space pro
gram, the justification for that request 
was on the premise that we would be 
first to orbit an earth satellite. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I want to 
remind the Senator that the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, the Sen
ate Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences, and the Senate itself. 
gave Dr. Glennan every single dollar 
asked for in this field; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator 
knows that is correct. The Senator is 
the chairman of the Committee on Aero-. 
nautical and Space Sciences, on which_ 
I have the,honor to serve. . 

It was General Eisenhower, then Chief of · I wish to add, I can remember the. 
Sta1f, who approved the order kllllng the Senator saying to the head of that agen
MX-774 becaus.e officials faced cuts in the cy, ~·Are you telling this committee that· 
budget. . you have· all the money you consider 

Tbe MX-774 was the forerunner of the necessary?" The Senator remembers 
Atlas, was it not? that, does he not? The answer was,. 

Mr, SYMINGTON. The MX-'l'Z4 1& "Correct; we have aU the money can-
correct. sidered necessary.'' 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I do- not 
Senator of his knowledge believe that want to deprive my colleagues, who have 
the MX-774 was killed otr because of manifested such interest in this very im
budgetcuts? portant subject, of the privilege I have. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is no ques- enjoyed. 
tion that. a shortage of funds was one Finally, I desire to commend the Sen-
of the maJor causes. ator for the recommendations which he 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. r want to makes at the end of the page on page ~0 
ask this further question. If that is a of his address. where I believe he makes 
fact, is it not true. then, that this Na- six recommendations. I think this is a 
tion was critically delayed 9 agonizing very constructive approach to the sub
years, 1943--5-7, because of that action? ject. I know the Senator recognizes this 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would like to is not the first time he has made these 
answer the Senator in this way. I do recommendations, or that the Congress 
not so much blame those who were under has made these· recommendations, or 
the Chief of Sta:ff at that time for can- that the committees of Congress hav.e 
cening out that program, because at that urged upon the administration it follow 
time the· supersonic Navaho was con- these recommendations. Is that not cor
sidered to be the more practical weapon. rect? 
The reason for that was the hydrogen Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
bomb had not been developed and the I tharik: the majority leader for his 
scientists and engineers were not think- comments. It has been a privilege· to 

It the proposals of Generals Power and ing of a missile which could carry the work with him for 15 years as one of 
White are accepted and prove to be wrong- weights they thought necessary. those who has always believed it is 1m-

A few days ago I placed in the RECORD 
an article from the New York Times. It 
contained a letter signed by Mr. Henry 
A. Kissinger, with whom I know the sen
ator is familiar. I should like to read 
the last paragraph of that letter and get 
the Senator's eommerits on it: 

Speaking of the air· alert- Shortly after the hydrogen bomb was portant to have the United States so 
we wm have spent esoo million too much exploded one of the scientists conceived strong that regardless of anything else 
for a number o1' years.. I! the· program of a way to put a fusion bomb on a war- nobody would-dare attack this country. 
the President ts adopted and he proves to head; I am glad the majority leader Mr. BUSH, Mr. ENGLE, and Mr. CASE 
be mistaken, we wm ha..ve forfeited our has brought this up. The book, to which of South Dakota addressed the Chair. 
national existence. - the majority leader referred was, I be- Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President. I 

Does the Senator agree with that state- lieve, written by Drew Pearson and Jack shall yield to the Senator from Connect
ment and does he think we can a:fford - Anderson. It prought out conclusively ' icut, who has been on his feet for some 
a g~ble of $500 million in order no~ to ho.w the United states has fallen stead- time; and then I shall yield to the Sen
forfeit our national existence? . nr. b.ehind oyer a. .period of years In its ator from California and then to the 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree. The . "relative"-that is the important word- Senator from South Dakota. 
Senator is entirely correct.. The letter in its "relative"' strength as agaJnst the Mr. BUSH. Mr. President. I thank 
to which · he has referred is o~e of· a strength of the possible enemy. the Senator from Missouri. 

CVI--191 
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I certainly agree with the Senator 
from Washington, who called attention 
in his colloquy with the Senator from 
Missouri to the constitutional duties of 
the Congress in respect to this matter of 
defense. The Congress has a right to 
do whatever it thinks should be done in 
the interest of our defense budget or any 
vther part of the budget, so far as that 
ls concerned. 

Mr. President, I am disturbed by the 
questioning by the Senator from Mis
souri of the motives of those of us who 
arein support of General Twining, who 
are in support of Secretary Gates, and 
who are in support of the President of 
the United States in connection with this 
great argument and this great debate. 

The Senator used the phrase a moment 
ago, "Those who put money ahead of 
survival." I do not know exactly whom 
the Senator has in mind, but I object 
very strongly to any imputation that be
cause I pay attention to General Twin
ing, am impressed by the argument of 
Secretary Gates, am impressed with the 
sincerity of the President of the United 
States and his longtime service to this 
country in the military field-a states
man such as the world has seldom seen
and am impressed when the President 
protests publicly to the people that he 
would not put money ahead of surVival, 
which he has done recently, I might 
be placed in that category. 'I wonder 
whom the Senator is talking about when 
he refers to those who would put money 
ahead of survival. The Senator may 
clear that up if he chooses. I wish to 
say that I do not put money ahead of 
survival, and on behalf of those who 
take the side I do in connection with 
this argument, I very strongly reject 
that imputation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
have great respect for the Senator and 
considerable affection for him. How
ever, I do not intend to follow the policy 
of many of the people on the other side 
of the aisle in speeches and statements 
by getting into personalities. I think 
the important thing is issues. 

I wish to say to the Senator I was 
much distressed, after I had finished my 
statement on the question of national 
defense, the Senator from Connecticut 
said in a public hearing that he was sorry 
politics had gotten into this matter. I 
do not know whether the Senator was 
referring to me, or to whom the Sena
tor was referring, but I think it is un
fortunate that one cannot attempt to 
bring out the facts in a committee hear
ing withou~ being accused of "playing 
politics." It is most unfortunate that 
the question of political bias has been 
dragged into this vital matter. 

I have children and grandchildren, as 
the Senator has. It has been brought out 
already this morning in the debate that 
if some of us are incorrect with respect 
to the importance of some of these items, 
such as air alert, it will cost the tax
payers of the United States some money. 
If we are correct, however, and the 
policy is not changed, all it is going to do 
is to cOst us our country. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, u· the 
Senator will permit me to make an ob
servation, I did not single the Senator 

out in respect to that statement which I 
inade in the open hearing, as he knows. 
In fact, I said I did not single anybody 
out. 

For the Senator to protest that politics 
has not gotten into this debate I fear 
is to be a little bit naive. There is not 
a single commentator on the debate who 
has not recognized the fact that politics 
has gotten into it. I do not very well 
see how politics could be kept out of it, 
unfortunate though it be. 

I have not cast any aspersions upon 
the Senator's position. I am sure he is 
deeply concerned about the matter, that 
he feels more should be done, that we 
have made mistakes, and so forth. The 
Senator is entitled to his views, and I 
respect him for holding his views with 
many of which I disagree. I do not be
lieve, however, that it is a denial of the 
assertion that politics has gotten into 
the debate when the Senator speaks of 
those who put money ahead of survival. 

I regard that as a reflection upon the 
motives and the position of those of us 
who are defending the President's 
budget, the Secretary of Defense, and 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. That is all I wish to make clear 
to the Senator. I do not think it is 
appropriate for him to reflect" upon us 
in that way. We do not put money 
ahead of survival. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have not s~id 
that the Senator puts money ahead of 
survival. He is an able, well-educated 
man, and he knows that during the 
steady questioning of witnesses, it is 
sometimes as difficult to get the facts out 
in the open as it is to get wisdom teeth 
out. Often witnesses have been told 
what the policy line shall be. During 
the steady questioning of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, when we encounter men 
of courage, like Admiral Burke, we learn 
that he has been told "This is the 
amount of money you can spend, and 
you cannot spend any more." Unless 
Admiral Burke pads his budgets to get 
more than he thinks he needs, he has · 
told us what he believes is necessary for 
the security of the United States. I have 
asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff individ
ually if they have padded their budgets, 
and they say, "'No. This is what we 

· believe is necessary for the security of 
the United States." 

The final authority in the matter, ac
cording to some of the testimony, is the 
Bureau of the Budget. On this point, 
I believe Admiral Burke was right in his 
testimony, and I believe General Power 
was right in his te~timony. Therefore, 
I stated on the floor of the Senate, with
out entering into personalities, that the 
problem of a balanced budget in this 
administration today, judging from some 
of the testimony, seems to be more im
portant than the question of the secu
rity of the United States. I base that 
statement on the testimony. I criticize 
no one in particular. I simply refer to 
the record. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from california. 

Mr. ENGLE. I desire to compliment 
my distinguished friend from Missouri 

on a speech which has been fair, ob
jective, and constructive in this field, 
and, in the main, I should say, except 
when bearded with provocative ques
tions, a temperate speech, and one 
which, in my opinion, brings out some 
of the things which appear to be enter
ing into the problem of really determin
ing what our defense position is. 

I read with some interest the Presi
dent's press conference the other day. 
I read the press reports on his reaction 
to questions with respect to the defense 
posture of the country, and I regret that 
the President shows irritation when peo

·ple talk about the defense position of 
the Nation and implies that his critics 
are charging that he has deliberately 
misled the American people. 

We all know that the President is a 
transparently honest and patriotic man. 
No one can justly say that he is deliber
ately misleading anyone. But it is very 
difficult to discuss a problem of this sort 
in a light which is in the best interests 
of the American public when it is sur
rounded by politics, and the President 
himself shows irritation. 

I read an editorial from Life magazine 
of February 8, 1960. Life magazine is not 
notoriously friendly to Democrats. I 
wish to call attention to what the ed
itorial stated, in part, on page 57 of that 
issue. I shall offer the entire editorial 
in just a moment. This is what the edi
torial says in discussing the question of 
defense. I am sure the Senator is fa
miliar with it: 

And Assistant Secretary of Defense Murray 
Snyder, who is responsible for Pentagon 
public relations, has counseled top defense 
ofilcials to "kick the teeth in" of reporters 
who dare question U.S. defenses and sug
gested that critics of the program are under
mining national confidence and security. 

It seeems to me that we ought to be 
able to discuss the defense posture of 
this Nation without being accused of un
dermining national confidence and se
curity. 

The editorial continues: 
Nonetheless, we must ask the question: 

"Are we strong enough?" The answer is: 
Weare not. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
entire editorial printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MISSU.E ScOREBOARD 

It is time to quit the numbers game. One 
high defense authority who has studied all 
the intelligence estimates thinks the United 
States must stop gearing its own military 
budget to what we think the Russians are 
doing. Instead, it should figure out just how 
many Hound Dogs, ICBM's, missile bases, 
and bombers it would take to serve as a con
vincing deterrent to the Russians and go to 
work building them. 

The man is right. However, no one in the 
administration is supposed to rock the boat 
on defense. The President has an almost 
unpenetrable reputation for knowing more 
about the subject than any other American. 
The team is always more inclined to go along 
than to criticize or suggest. And Assistant 
Secretary of Defense Murray Snyder, who 1s 
responsible for Pentagon publlc relations, has 
counseled top defense oftlcials to "kick the 
teeth in" of reporters who dare question 
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U.S. defenses and suggested that critics of 
the program are undermining national con-
fidence and security. _ 

Nonetheless, we must ask the question: 
Are we stl'ong enough? The a.nsw~r is~ We 
are not. 

What do we do? We do this: 
We hasten the construction of hardened, 

or dug-in, bases for our IUBM's. We put up 
enough money-right now-to correct the 
2-to-1 imbalance in long-range missiles by 
the start of 1963 at the latest. 

We stop fooling around with a. piddling 
$75 mlllion re~earch program to produce. two 
prototypes of the B-70 supersonic bomber. 
Instead we spend what is needed for full pro
duction of these Mach-3 (2,000 m.p.h.) 
planes. They form the next generation of 
manned bombers. They could be used to 
haul troops, or launch airborne missiles, and 
could also be redesigned as supersonic ·trans
ports to keep the United States in the com
mercial aviation race. If we built 200 B-70's 
we could get them at a cheaper rate of $27 
million each and by 1965 at the latest. As 
it is, with two prototypes on the back burner, 
we'll go nowhere. 

We put the heat on to make the solid-fuel 
Minuteman ICBM the real weapon of the fu
ture. Thls probably means opening another 
plant to turn out the fuel which is quicker 
firing and easier to handle than the Uquid 
fuels we a.re using now. Minuteman could 
be fired instantly from holes in the ground 
or !rom ra.llroad cars moving back and forth 
across the country so the Russians could not 
pinpoint them. 

We should think about stepping up Atlas, 
which has now proved itself after 17 straight 
successful firings. At the same time we 
should be wise and ruthless enough to cancel 
the Titan -ICBM which is stlll in the develop
ment stages but 1s down on the books tor a 
total of $2 billion. Titan has certain tech
nical ru:tvantages over Atlas. But if we really 
want to catch up fast in ICBM capability 
we should shed poor Titan and the necessary 
tears. 

We should also underwrite a real air alert 
for SAC, whose bombers hold the key to our 
security until the missiles are ready. The 
new budget provides $90 million as a. start 
toward keeping SAC bombers oft' the ground 
where they are sitting ducks for enemy 
miSsiles. But a real air alert would cost $1 
billion. We should begin budgeting this 
money in earnest to put a considerable por
tion of SAC continuously in the air where it 
belongs. 

Finally, let us stop measuring our retalia
tory efl'ort by what we guess the Russians 
may be doing. Last month, Secretary Gates 
had no sooner deprecated Russian missile ac
curacy than the Russians-the very next 
day-laid one down in the Pacific only 1.2 
miles from its target. We cannot atrord to 
be outguessed as fast as that. 

As we face the blank wall of the pollee 
state, let us acknowledge our intelligence 
gap and plug it with the expenditures need
ed to bring our defenses to a point of un
questionable deterrence. Some of the neces
sary money can be found within the defense 
budget itself~ by shifting funds from doubt
ful programs like Titan, for example, to the 
more promising investments like the Minute
man. 

The Army, Navy, and Air Force have al
ready agreed to forgo their annual inter
national baseball competitions this year. 
Fine. This will provide a few thousand. 
There is an Army antimisslle defense sys
tem called Nlke-Zeus which is costing about 
$300 million this year even though no one 
1s certain it will be effective. It might be 
wiser to put thls money into an ofl'ensive 
capability. 

In additfon to these fntrabudget trana
fers, the Nation can a1ford to tfghten its ·belt 
and cut out nonessential~. We ought to 
plow back into defense insurance the t4 

·bnllon a year we spend on our farm glut, 
and maybe eall. a halt to, all rivere and har
bor& and flood oontl"ol proJects tor a. year, 
:in.a.ybe forget about starting to pay oft' our 
national debt. And, as a. ver:y las~ resori, 
maybe even raise our taxes. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I also 
ask to have printed in the REcoRD at 
this point, as a part of my remarks, an 
editorial from Life magazine of Feb
ruary 15, 1960, also in support of the 
excellent statement made by mY distin
guished friend from Missouri. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NEEDED: A MIGHTIER SHIELD 

President Eisenhower's defense budget is 
dangerously deficient. He has great mili
tary experience and deep confidence his $41 
billion program is adequate . . But harsh 
facts argue it isn't. 

The harshest fact is that by the President's 
own intelligence estimates, the Soviets by 
1963 will have twice as many [CBM's as we-
enough, by SAC Commander Thomas Power's 
warning, to wipe out all our bases and re
taliatory planes in one salvo. 

A further glaring fact is that we do not 
have to accept this inferiority. In the 
judgment of men closest to the problem, we 
could double our current rate of missile pro
duction just by doing all that we can. By 
1963 we could match the 400-missile Soviet 
stockpile which our own estimates say the 
Russians will then have. Despite this, the 
President 1s taking the calculated gamble 
of doing less than we are capable of doing 
during the next 4 critical yea,rs. It will take 
that time to make fully usable our most 
efl'ective deterrents-the quick-firing, solid
fueled Polaris and Minuteman, one hidden 
in submarines, the other in hardened under
ground bases. To understand Just how big 
the gamble is, Americans must also remem
ber that their Government has generally un
derestimated Soviet capabilities, and that 
·the new figures giving the Soviets only a 
2-to-1 lead are themselves much reduced 
from previous estimates. 

The problem is not to match any particu
lar number of SoViet. missiles but to make 
certain the United States has so much strik
ing power that a Soviet commander cannot 
dream of knocking it. out in one sudden blow. 
This 1s necessary not only to deprive the 
Soviets of any temptation to risk a total at
tack but to neutralize the campaign of po
litical threat and attrition which a. pro
nounced Soviet military lead would allow 
Khrushchev to wage. In order to do all that 
needs to be done we are conVinced that the 
United States must spend. on defense, at the 
very least, $2 billion. more than it 1s now 
'planning. This money should be devoted to 
the following purposes, In order of priority: 

CLOSING THE MISSILE GAP 

The production rate of the already proved 
and operational Atlas can be doubled withi~ 
a year to give us 150 (against 75 now 
planned, and a reduced estimate of 100 for 
the Soviets in 1961). Work should begin at 
once, with highest priorities, to get these 
Atlases out of exposed positions and into 
deep, hardened bases-this can be done in 18 
months. Since Atlas works, we should can
cel the redundant (and so far ineftlcient) 
Titan and apply the remaining funds toward 
doubling Atlas. And every dollar that can 
make Polaris and Minuteman operational 
faster must be spent. 

SAFEGUARDING SAC 

"l'o preserve our deterrent during this pe
riod General Power believes we must have 
SAO capable ot assuming, when the situ
ation requires 1t, a 24-hour alert with a 
striking force always aloft. To make this 

possible a year hence, we must start n9w to 
provide the additional B-52's, tankers, crews, 
f'ael and spare parts which will be necessary. 
This isn't being done. Moreover, In order 
to preserve the most effective bomber-missile 
"mix" 1n our det.errent, full production 
should be begun on the 2,000-mlle-per-hour 
B-70 program. 

SPACE AND 1\IISSILE RESEARCH 

We need to step up our efl'orts to develop 
an efl.'ective antimissile missile. We need to 
extend the electronic early warning stations 
to help us spot a Soviet missile's firing any
where on land or sea. We should step up our 
space programs with emphasis on satellites 
for early warning and reconnaissance. This 
could be done faster and cheaper if the Presi
dent would close the artlflcial separation of 
peaceful and military space projects. They 
cannot, in fact, be separated. The Soviets 
make no such distinction. 

SHELTERS 

An immediate start should be made at 
providing. shelters from radioactive fallout. 
Fully developed, a shelter program might 
save 80 million or more American lives. A 
serious start on shelters would in itself deter 
the enemy from trying a knockout blow. 

So much for immediate needs for adequate 
defense. They do not meet the argument 
which Generals Ridgway, Gavin and Taylor, 
il;l succession, have stressed: that our per
occupation with massive retaliation is leav
ing us without adequate forces, airlift or new 
equipment to fight brush fires which -may 
have to be met with orthodox forces and 
weapons. This issue also demands debate, 
decision and, very likely, action. But since 
we have committed ourselves, above all, to a 
strategy of nuclear deterrence. we must cer
tainly make sure that that program is ade
quate. As of now, it is not. 

Mr. ENGLE. The editorial begins 
with these three sentences: 

President Eisenhower's defense budget is 
dangerously deficient. He has great m111-
tary experience. and deep confidence his $41 
blllion program is adequate. But harsh 
facts argue it isn't. 

I offer this editorial in order to indi
cate that this is not a wholly partisan 
issue. The criticism does nOt originate 
exclusively upon this side· of the aisle. 
A number of great generals and admirals 
support the position taken by the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri. He 
happens to be-and properly so because 
of his great background and experi
ence-a leading spokesman on this sub
ject. 

Among the generals and admirals to 
whom I refer are General Gavin, Gen
eral Ridgway, General Taylor, General 
Medaris, General Power, General Spaatz, 
General White, Admiral Burke, and Ad
miral Rickover. 

All of those omcers, to mention only a 
few, at some time or other, and in con· 
nection with some phase or other, have 
disagreed with and criticized the defense 
program of the Nation. 

This ought to flash a red light some
where-at the White House or on the 
other side of the aisle-to indicate that 
this subject should be discussed in a 
wholly nonpartisan atmosphere. The 
criticism comes not only from independ· 
ent magazines and Republican publica· 
tions throughout the country, but it 
comes from the voices of great and dis· 
tinguished military lead~rs. men who 
have ha.d almost as much-and some 
perhaps more actual military experience 
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and military background as the Presi- :figures which had been presented to the · 
dent of the United States. committee on the 29th of January, at the 

I also have before me, if the Senator time he had come ·before us on January· 
will further yield, a statement made by 19. · · 
t:Q.e distinguished Senator from Arizona I want to make clear that I do not in 
[Mr. GoLDWATER], who himself is a jet any way question General Twining's in
pilot. He disagrees vigorously with the tegrity or intentions. However; I · say 
administration with reference to the it is an extraordinary operation when 
B-70 program, one of the items men- the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
tioned by the distinguished Senator Staff, a man who has his own personal 
from Missouri. representative on the National Intelli-

I observe also that Representative gence Committee, does not have knowl
HIESTAND, of the 21st District of Califor- edge of the figures presented to the Sen
nia, has made a statement in which he ate and which were at variance with 
says that the defense program is in deep the figures he presented 10 days earlier. 
confusion. Mr. SCOTT, Mr. CASE of South Da-

Representative DONALD L. JACKSON, Of kota, Mr. MONRONEY, and Mr. 
the 16th District of California, states GRUENING addressed the Chair. 
that the end result of all this discussion Mr. SYMINGTON. I will yield :first 
is in effect, one of total confusion. to the Senator from South Dakota. 

So the criticisms have not been en- Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am 
tirely partisan, and I hope they will not one of those who share the belief that a 
be entirely partisan. I hope that when debate on the security of our country 
the President of the United States dis- and the steps to be taken to attain it 
cusses this subject on sunday evening, are generally of a constructive nature, · 
as he says he intends to do, he will dis- and that it is within the responsibility 
cuss it with the same kind of objectivity of Congress. I thought that the dis
and in the same constructive manner tinguished Senator from Missouri was 
that the Senator from Missouri has speaking on a very high level when he 
demonstrated here on the floor today. · said at page 7 of his statement: 
I compliment him again, and I associate . The most significant point of all, however, 
myself with the recommendations he has 1s not one of assessing blame or giving credit 
made. for the past. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. However, in view of the review he 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my able made in a substantial part of his speech 

friend from California. In my opinion on project MX-774, and in view of the 
his presentation of the problem of the reference made to it by the distinguished 
B-70 the other day on the floor of the majority leader, -and that General Eis
Senate has not been surpassed. He enhower was Chief of Staff at the time 
made a clear case against the abandon- the MX-774 project was under consid
ment, in effect, of research and develop- eration, I should like to ask the Senator 
ment on any manned aircraft. I com- two or three questions. Does he believe 
pliment him for wha~ he has said, and that MX-774 was suspended at the insti
l also thank him for his kind remarks gation of Mr. Eisenhower when he was 
about me. Chief of Staff? 

I should like to emphasize that for- Mr. SYMINGTON. No; I do not. 
tunately this is still a free country. With Mr. CASE of south Dakota. Is the 
all due respect, we have the right to dis- senator aware of the fact that when · 
agree. The right to dissent is, in my General Eisenhower, as Chief of Staff, 
opinion, perhaps one of the most · im- made his presentation to the Appropri
portant rights we have. ations committees in 1947, he said that 

Under the Constitution, the Congress the missile :field was a most important 
has the right of :final decision. I re- :field for research at that time? 
spectfully state·, in my opinion, the na- Mr. SYMINGTON. I beg the Sen
ture of the problem of defending this ator's pardon. I did not hear the full 
country has changed more significantly question. 
since President Eisenhower left the Pen- Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is not 
tagon Building than it did in any period the Senator aware of the fact ·that Gen- . 
prior to that time in our history. eral Eisenhower, in making his presen-

I should also like to present that, to tation to the Appropriations Commit
the best of my knowledge, there are no tees in 1947, stressed the importance of 
persons who served with President Eisen- the missile program? 
hower in responsible positions in World Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not want to 
War II who agree with the present de- get into personalities in this situation. 
fense policy of this country. We should not get into personalities. 

I should also like to present the in- Mr. CASE of South Dakota. No; ex-
formation, to those who think I have cept that the Senator from Missouri has 
been overemphatic in this matter, that made an important statement on the 
on the 19th of January we received in- subject, and pointed out that General 
formation in the appropriate Senate Eisenhower was then Chief of Sta:ff. 
committee, which was in decided conflict Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
with testimony received only 10 days have the floor. 
later on the same subject. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

Then, to show the further confusion YoUNG of Ohio in the chair>. The Sen
on this subject, I think it is in order for ator from Missouri has the floor. 
the Senate and the American people to Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator 
know that on February 8, 1960, the wishes to continue, I am perfectly will
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ing that he do so. However, I do not 
came before our committee and said that think it will come out the way the Sen-
he had not seen certain very important ' ator anticipates. · ' 

·Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The Sen.;. . 
ator from South Dakota is willing to 
take the chance in view of what the 
SenatOr has said. 

.·Mr. SYMINGTON. I will try to 
answer the questions the Senator asks. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the 
Senator aware of the fact that Gen. Carl 
Spaatz stressed the importance of the 
missile program in his presentation to 
the Appropriations Committee in 1947? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Missouri is aware that General Spaatz 
thought it was very important to go 
ahead with the missile program. The 
Senator is also aware of the fact that 
neither General Spaatz nor General 
Eisenhower put the same stress on the 
missile program as that research and de
velopment authority-Gen. Donald 
Putt-put on the missile program. The 
Senator is aware that many times in 
many administrations, including the 
present one, some officials stress the im
portance of something when they make 
speeches, but when they come before the · 
Congress they state that they believe the 
budget is adequate. The Senator also 
knows that many times it is a question 
of what has to be cut out, based on the 
instructions of the Bureau of the Budget, 
which is a part of the White House or
ganization. 

I stress the fact that the Atlas mis
sile project was cancelled largely be
cause something had to be cut out, al
though the scientists' recommendations 
had much to do with what project was 
cut. If . the Senator wishes to pursue 
the matter any further, I shall be glad to · 
pursue it. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the 
Senator aware of the fact that in the 
hearings in 1947, General LeMay testi
fled about the suspension of the :MX-774 
program, though I do not know whether 
it was so identified in the record at that 
time; at any rate, it was the precursor of . 
the Atlas missile. General LeMay testi
fied that a year and a half had been 
lost by the suspension of the program 
and by the transfer of the research funds 
"to pay for the Army," did he not? 

.Mr. SYMINGTON. I am aware of 
that fact. I do not necessarily say that 
that is the fault of the Chief of Staff of · 
the Army, if that is the point the Sena
tor is getting to. Moreover, no civilian 
in the Defense Establishment makes any 
:final decision on a weapons system, with 
the exception of the Secretary of De
fense. I do not remember the great late 
Secretary of War, for whom I worked, 
ever getting into any :final position as 
to what the weapons should be. When 
people talk about the Truman adminis..; 
tration's responsibility in respect to the 
MX-774 program, let me tell the Sena
tor that I am sure that. the decision 
never went to the White House. I will 
tell the Senator also something else. I · 
do not believe that the decision could 
have been made without the final ap
proval of somebody who was reporting 
to the Chief of Staff of the Army. If 
it happened in any other way, it was 
aga~nst the established procedures. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Would 
the Senator object to my asking unan
imo~ consent to place in the RECORD 

·. 
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excerpts from the 1947 hearings on the 
appropriations for the War Department, 
including a portion of the statements of 
General Eisenhower, then Chief of Staff; 
of Gen. Carl Spaatz, of the Air Force; of 
Gen. Curtis LeMay, then in charge of 
air research, about the time lost; and of 
Gen. George Richards, budget officer for 
. the War Department at that time, as to 
where the responsibility did rest for 'the 
transfer of money from research to pay 
for the Army; also an excerpt from the 
report of the Appropriations Committee 
of the House of Representatives con
demning. the suspension of the research 
program and the transfer of money, and 
expressing the hope that it would not be 
done again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There . is no ob
jection on my part. I think it is fair to 
say that in 1947 the great danger of the 
Communist conspiracy w~ neither as 
clear nor as great as it became in later 
years. This was brought out in the 
testimony before the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations, under the chairman
ship of the late great Senator McKellar, 
on March 29, 1950. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that pertinent ex
cerpts from that testimony be inserted 
right after the testimony which. the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
asked to have inserted. 

There being n~ objection, tne material 
\vas ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. CAsE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi
dent, under that permission to i:risert ex
cerpts from testimony in the hearings of 
the· House Appropriations for the War 
Department in tlie spring of 1947, I sub
mit the following: 

First, the statement of then Gen. 
Dwight D. Eisenhower as Chief of Staff~ 
made on the 19th of February, exactly 
13 years ago, exhibiting his concern that 
the requests for missile research should 
be approved and not curtailed. Some of 
the statements made on the Senate floor 
today would seem to imply that Chief of 
Staff Eisenhower sanctioned the cutback 
on the MX-774 program or approved the 
impounding or transfer of funds from 
the missile program to something else. 
But here is the position of General Eisen
hower as printed in the hearings for 
February 19, 1947: 

THE EISENHOWER POSITION IN 1947 
Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Chief of Staff: 
"In the field of guided missiles, electronics, · 

and supersonic aircraft, we have no more 
than scratched the surface of possibilities 
which we must explore in order to keep 
abreast of the rest of the world. Neglect to 
do so could bring our country to ruin and. 
defeat in an appallingly few hours. Those 
of us who were in Europe in the black days 
when Hitler was making his last desperate 
gamble with the V-1 and the V-2 know how 
close to success that gamble came. Yet those 
weapons, terrible and effective as they were, 
were child's toys in comparison with those 
which can be produced." 

THE ADVICE OF GENERAL SPAATZ 
And here, Mr. President, is the state

ment of General Carl Spaatz, a com
manding general of the Army Air CorpS 
of that day, as it appears in the public' 

. hearings for March 6, 1947: 
General SPAATZ. In the future, as we 'Yls· 

ualize world. conditions ahd modern weapons, 

this situation will not pertain. The enemy 
will for the first time have weapons with 
which he can directly depreciate the man
power and destroy the industrial resources of 
the United States from the very moment 
he launches his attack. • • • It is certain 
that the weapon of the future which will 
immediately attack us and. which must give 
us the greatest concern is the long-range 
bomber or the long-range guided missile . 
Either of these weapons will follQW great 
circle courses. • • • With the advent of 
the new weapon, ~is quite obvious that war
fare will follow more nearly meridians of 
longitude and come over the Arctic frontier. 
This changes our whole defensive picture; it 
means, for example, that we must have a 
chain of radar stations looking northward to 
discover the enemy weapons and we ·must 
have a means of intercepting and destroying 
them. • • • 

If I could give but one thought of counsel 
and advice to the leaders of our country, I 
would say-make certain you put enough into 
experimental development to have the most 
modern weapon, and make equall,i' certain 
that you buy enough of them, year by year, 
always to have an up-to-date Air Force. 
There alone lie security and safety for the 
country. 

DELAY COST YEAR AND HALF 

And here, Mr. President, is additional 
testimony of General Spaatz as devel
oped in the hea1ings of that House. Ap
propriations Committee relative to a 
·transfer of research funds away from 
the missile program to "pay of the 
Army." It will be noted that the ques
tioning of General Spaatz developed an 
estimate of a year and a half of delay, 
concurred in by General Rawlings, the 
comptroller, and by Gen. Curtis LeMay, · 
who was then ·the Assistant Chief of 
Staff in charge of research and develop
ment: 

Congressman ENGEL (Michigan, subcom
mittee chairman 1947-48). I think we all 
agree on the research and development pro
gram. As a matter of fact, I think the Pres
ident took $75 million of the research money 
away from you that we gave you last year, 
asking to have it transferred to the Finance 
Service of the Army; is that not right? 

General SPAATZ. We were reduced $75 mil
lion. 

Congressman ENGEL. They took about $135 
million away from you all told, including the 
$75 m1llion for research and developrp.ent 
that this committee gave you last year. 

• • • • • 
Congressman CASE (South Dakota). Refer

ring to this $135 milllon proposed for trans
fer to "pay of the Army" or other objects, 
if that transfer is approved by · the Congress, 
what does it mean as far as your cuiTent 
1947 program is concerned? 

General SPAATZ. That $135 m111ion would 
take $75 mlllion from research and develop
ment definitely. General Rawlings can give 
you the breakdown. 

General RAWLINGS (Air Comptroller). For 
research and development $75 million was 
cut out and in our opinion that has delayed 
the program probably a year or a year and 
a half. Do you agree With that, General 
LeMay? 

General LEMAY. Yes, sir. 
General RAWLINGS. At this point it would 

probably be impossible for us to spend the 
money wisely during the balance of the fis
cal year ·for research and development, so 
what has happened is that we have lost time 
on the program probably to the extent of· 
a year or a year and a half in research and 
development. 

Am CORPS Dm NO'l' ASK DELA "!' 
Further questioning by Chairman 

Engel then developed the following tes-

timony on the initiative behind the 
transfer of funds which lost the research 
funds for the missile and rocket program 
back in those crucial pioneering days. 
In accord with the permission granted, 
I submit for the RECORD at this point 
the excerpts from the printed transcript 
of the testimony at the same hearings 
previously cited: 

Congressman ENGEL. • • • I think the 
record of this committee since 1939 at least 
has been very strongly in favor of research 
and development. I think the record wlll 
show .that when we were trying to }>Ulld up 
our Air Force to 2,900 planes we figured 18 
months was the time required from the start 
to get the plane on the assembly line, and 
you were building small pianes. From that 
time the members of this committee have 
continually been in favor of research and 
development. • • . • If money is allocated 
for research and development, I want it to 
stay. I do not want any deficiency because 
of a transfer from research and development. 
I think the record should show that. 

General RAWLINGs. I would like to put in 
the record, however, that if we should get 
this money back we would be unable in
telligently to spend it for research and de• 
velopment this year because of the time. 

Congressman ENGEL. That is exactly lt. 
It is frozen so you cannot use it. You can
not use those funds because of the transfer. 

Congressman CASE. I am sure the chair
man has stated the position which he has 
consistently taken all the way through. 
• • • Was the postponement of this pro
curement reflected . in this $135 mlllion on 
the initiative of the Air Forces?" 

General RAWLINGS. No, sir, 'tt was not. 
(Discussion off the record.) 

TIME LOST WAS GONE 

Then, Mr. President, on the effect of 
this transfer of funds away from rocket
missile research, here is further testi
mony of General Spaatz and General Le
May at that time, March 6, 1947, as to 
the delay which that action would cause: 

Congressman ENGEL. Will this transfer 
from the Air Corps to other services result 
in increasing the 1948 appropriation? In 
other words, are we being asked to reappro
priate money in 1948 for the purpose for 
which that money that is being tra.nsfeiTed 
had been appropriated for 1947? 

General SPAATZ. The answer to that, Mt. 
Chairman, is that the research and develop.; 
ment money ls at a certain level in 1948, and 
what we have lost is time. We are not try
ing to make up that loss in the 1948 appro
priation. But we have taken the loss in 
time, so instead of the 5-year research and 
development program that would be finished 
in 1952, that project wlll now end in 1953 
or 1954. 

Maj. (len. C. E. LEMAY (Assistant Chief of 
Air Staff, Research and Development). • • • 
When the $75 million cut came it was the 
straw that broke the camel's back. It meant 
a cut of from 20 to 30 percent. So the peo
ple who had been working on the program to 
get the money obligated had to stop that, be
cause we did not want to let any contracts 
that were not necessary in the revised pro
gram. The $75 ml111on cut delayed our pro
gram, but even if you gave it back we could 
not spend the money wisely for research and 
development before the end of the year be
cause of the time lost in reprograming. 

• • • • • 
Congressman CASE. You had no notice of 

any cut in the research and development 
fund until when? 

General LEMAY. Not untU about the 
middle of the year. We had very little warn
ing notice and no cut until about the mlddle 
of the year. 



3032 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-.SENATE February 19. 
PROTESTS WENT '1'0 . PRESmEN'I! 

And, flnariy, Mr. President, on the 
point as to where the transfer of funds 
away from the rocket-missile research 
program originated, there were, as Ire
call, some very pertinent testimony 
which was taken "oti the record" as 
those words from the printed hearings 
above indicate. 

There does remain in the printed 
hearings, however, testimony by Gen. 
George Richards, budget official for the 
War Department, which is very signifi
cant and the import of which will be 
evident to all Senators, I am sure: 

(March 6, 1947:) 
General RICHARDS. The War Department 

was notified by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget that we would have a cut of 100 
million in research and development appro
priation. 

The Army Air Forces protested to the Bu
reau of the Budget, and I think to the Pres
ident; and as a result, it is my understand
ing that at lef.ISt one member of the Bureau 
of the Budget and one member of the Army 
Air Forces went to Wright Field. and exam
ined the research and development program. 
After that the Bureau of the Budget reduced 
the reduction . from $100 million to $75 
million. 

This was the research program on 
which long-range rockets for missile de
velopment was based. So the Air 
Force's project MX-774 started in 1946 
was dropped except that the contractor, 
Consolidated Vultee-Convair-did some 
limited research on its own account, as 
the Senator from Missouri has stated. 

COMMITI'EE DISAVOWS BUDGET TRANSFER 

As a result of this testimony, Mr. Pres
ident, the House Appropriations Sub
committee for War Department Appro
priations in that day of the Air Corps, 
pinned the responsibility on the Budget 
Bureau by the following paragraph 
which appears at page 4 of its report 
accompanying the Military Establish
ment appropriation bill, 1948: 
HousE REPoRT-MILITARY EsTABLISHMENT AP• 

PROPRIATION BILL, 1948 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

. The bill provides $222,216,400 :for research 
and development. The committee made no 
reduction in this amount. It feels that a 
research program must be planned on a 
long-range basis and that research money 
should fiow evenly year after year in order 
to retain the maximum results from a mini
mum of funds~ The committee recommended 
and Congress appropriated $185 million :for 
research and development for the Army Air 
Corps for 1947, the current fiscal year. This 
amount was appropriated with a long-range 
program in view. The committee is not in 
accord with the action taken by the Bureau 
of the Budget in transferring $75 mlllion of 
such :funds to the "Pay of the Army." 

AJ; has been remarked here this after
noon, the Budget Bureau is an arm of 
the President and that was true in 1947 
as well as today. Thus it was not the 
Chief of Stati of that day, General Eisen
hower, whose statement on the urgency 
of the rocket-missile-research program 
opened the hearings as cited above, but 
the Budget Bureau, acting as an agent 
of the President of that day, which crip
pled the MX-774 project and caused the 
critical year and a half of delay in de
velopment of the long-range rockets and 
missiles. 

GENERAL EisENHOWER'S "rll:srrMONT, M.ARCH 
29, 1950 (SENAT:S APPROPRIATIONS COM~ 
TEE)-'!'HJ: 1951 l>ErENsJ: BUDGET . 

In the fall of 1948, General Eisenhower waa 
asked by President Truman and Secretary 
Forrestal to undertake to study the defense 
needs :for the fiscal year 1951 budget. More 
specifi'Cally he was asked "to try to relate the 
strengths of our :forces to the probable sit
uations we might encounter in a war and 
out of that to develop a budget that would 
be presented :for fiscal yev 1951." (P. 680.) 

"Out of my personal regard for the econ
omy of the country, I have strongly urged 
that that figure [$14.6 billion] not be ex
ceeded. I belleved we could work out an ef
fective defense at that level • • •. We 
worked on that problem for 6 months. 
(P. 680.) 

"I thought (it] was a very wise decision 
• • • that not over $15 billion should be de
voted to defense including stockpiling. (P. 
682.) 

"I believe within that amount you can do 
it. And I stlll believe it." (P. 686.) 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I appre
ciate .the Senator's yielding to me and 
also for letting me put my material in 
the RECORD. 

If the Senator will indulge me for one 
further observation, I should like to say 
that I thoroughly agree that the most 
important part of this whole debate is 
not the assessment of blame for the past. 
With respect to the MX-774 program. 
which was brought into the debate, I 
thought the record should be kept clear. 
I believe that the military posture of the 
country ought to be under constant re
view. That means at anytime, even 
after the budget has been submitted and 
after the appropriation request has been 
passed on, if it develops that we should 
revise, or add more here, put more em· 
phasis there, change this, cut back here, 
add more there, we ought to be flexible 
enough to do it. That is the way to 
conserve the strength of the country, 
not merely moneYWise but materialwise 
and expertwise and scienti:ficwise, and 
so forth. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator 
from South Dakota believe that what we 
now. have is adequate? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I believe 
that on an overall basis, we are in a good 
position. With respect to some details, 
I might make some changes. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. What does the 
Senator mean by "overall"? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think 
that as of today I would stand with Gen
eral Twining and General Norstad, who 
have said that they would worry more 
if they were in the Russian position 
than they would being in our own posi
tion. I do not believe that means we 
have attained perfection in every de
partment; but we must realize the cor
rectness of what General Marshall said 
during the war: That there are prob
lems of "localitis," in which every serv
ice chief and every theater commander 
looks at the situation from his own point 
of view or considers his own particular 
problem, which to him is the moot im
portant, as it should be. 

But someone--the President, · Con
gress, the Committees on Appropria
tions-has to take a look at the whole 
picture and strive to achieve the best 
balance and make the best deployment 

I , , 

of· our funds, our scientific talent, and 
our material which their judgment per
mits them to make. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from South Dakota for his obser
vation. Ever since I first knew him
and that was many years ago, when he 
was a member of the House Committee 
on Appropriations-he has been a stick
ler for detail. Does the Senator remem
ber the plan which the administration 
announced, that it would not allow the 
Russians to obtain a long lead in the 
ICBM missile gap? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Since 
the Senator has asked that question, I 
wonder if he would let me tell, briefly 
and quickly, a story to illustrate the 
point of my answer. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would be glad 
to have the Senator do it at some other 
time, since many other Senators have 
asked me to yield to them. I would like 
to have him give me his own answer. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The 
story will be my answer to the question. 

When he was a boy, Benjamin Frank
lin went to a county fair. When he went 
inside the gate, he saw someone selling 
whistles. They were nice, shiny whis
tles, the best he had ever seen. He took 
all the pennies he had and bought 
whistles. 

He went on his way and soon saw 
someone else selling whistles which were 
a little bit better and gave a louder toot. 
But he was out of money. Then he 
wished he had bought only some of the 
:f..rst whistles and had saved some money 
to buy the others. 

I believe the position of this adminis
tration is that it wants to keep itself in 
such a position that it will not have to 
spend all its money on the :first gen
eration of missiles, but rather to keep 
itself constantly in a position to take 
advantage of improvements as they come 
along. 

I myself would like to see our Gov
ernment have the best possible stock ·of 
the latest type missiles it can get in re
lation to the overall situation. That 
means not spending so much money on 
Atlas or so much scientific talent or pro
duction ability on Atlas, as to prevent 
getting a better generation of Titans 
and a better generation of Minuteman. 
I would take an inventory and try to 
keep myself in a · strong position, but at 
the same time would look ahead and not 
stock up on obsolescence. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
Senator from South Dakota for his com
ments. I most respectfully say, though, 
that we are not talking about whistles; 
we are talking about the survival of the 
United States. One of the quickest ways 
to cut defense expenditures is to talk 
about what we will have in the future, 
add a small amount for that, and then 
cut a large amount out for current pro· 
duction of something already proven out. 

I know the Senator agrees with me 
that we cannot defend with blueprints. 
Regardless of the intelligence and the 
ability of our youth, they must have ac
tual operational weapons on hand. He 
c·a:nnot flght with future plans. 

I remember another -quotation from 
Benjamin Franklin, which I think is apt 
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at this point, considering the increasing 
dissension which is taking place in the 
United States. Franklin said that if we 
do not all hang together, we are likely 

· to hang separately. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

President, will the Senator from Missouri 
permit me to make another comment? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from South Dakota. In 
the Senator from South Dakota we have 
an able, sincere advocate of a strong na
tional defense. I have respected his 
position in that respect for many years. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I appre
ciate .the Senator's saying that, because 
I was about to refer to one incident which. 
I think the Senator will remember. 

The Senator may recall the proposal 
which was made when he was Secretary 
of the Air Force that we expedite our air
plane program by, I believe, some $800 
million after the budget had been origi
nally adopted. That was to implement 
the 70-group Air Force. I did not hesi
tate to cooperate toward that end if it 
meant revising an appropriation pro
gram. I believe we should keep alert to 
the situation. I do not regard budget 
estimates as sacrosanct, although I think 
we ought to be prudent about our use of 
the public funds, as well as anything else. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to 
ask the Senator one more question. Why 
has there been no effort to carry out the 
program of true unification of the serv
ices, if money is so important? This was 
advocated 15 years ago so strongly by 
General Marshall, by Secretary Stimson, 
by Secretary Patterson, by President · 
Truman, and by General Eisenhower. 

With the development of missiles and 
other modem weapons, the fictitious, ar
bitrary differentiation between air, sea, 
and land, involving so tremendous an 
amount of duplication and waste, is even 
less justifiable to the American people 
now than it was when our defense 
budget was only a small fraction of what 
it is today. 

If money is so important, I wonder 
why something is not done to streamline 
the Pentagon on the basis of progress, 
instead of letting conditions drift further 
into dissension and duplication, on the 
basis of tradition. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I will 
join with the Senator from Missouri in 
that effort at any time he wants to start. 
. Mr .. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I have been greatly 

stimulated and enlightened by this deep, 
searching discourse on the state of Amer
ican security. I co~pliment the Sena
tor from Missouri, not only upon the 
speech he has made today, but upon the 
speeches he has made over the past 15 
years, warning against the growing pow
er of Russia, and the danger that Rus
sia may become the foremost military 
power in the world. 

For many years, the Senator's has been 
a voice cryiilg in the wilderness. Those 
who have been associated with him when 
he served as the :flrst Secretary of the 
Air Force, and built up that great organ
ization, and later as a distinguished 
Member of the Senate recognize the im-

portance of the Senator's views about 
this subject. Gradually, because of his 
inSistence and because of his unwilling
ness to be silenced, even by the great 
power of a Chief Executive having an 
outstanding military background, the 
Senator from Missouri has come to be 
recognized as an authority on this sub
ject. His logic will not be overcome by 
the President's effort to wrap the robe 
of military security around himself, and 
to say that no one in Congress is fully 
advised of the information from which I 
speak. 

I must confess that I am less than 
sympathetic with the attitude of the 
Chief Executive. He has been given the 
cooperation of the opposite party 
through his entire term of office on so 
many matters. I regret that he has be
come so irritable and has felt it necessary 
to deprecate the value of the advice of 
anyone else in the United States con
cerning our defense posture. I regret 
that the President sees fit to engage in 
deprecation of Congress, which has a 
proper part to play in the scheme of mili
tary affairs. Certainly the framers of 
the Constitution intended that Congress 
should have something to say. Section 
8 of article I of the Constitution 
provides: 

The Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to 
pay the debts and provide for the common 
defense and general welfare of the United 
States. 

To raise and support armies. 
To provide and maintain a Navy. · 
To make rules for the government and 

regulation of the land and naval forces. 
To provide for calling forth the militia 

to execute the laws of th.e Union, suppress· 
insurrections and repel invasions. 

To provide for organizing, arming, and 
disciplining the militia, and for governing 
such part of them as may be employed in 
the service of the United States. 

Those six paragraphs of the Constitu
tion specifically provide the authority of 
Congress in this field. 

Therefore, to say at this time that 
Congress is "sniping" when it chooses to 
discuss on a high level, as the Senator 
from Missouri has done today, the dan
gers and the problems which lie ahead is 
less than respectful of this branch of the 
Government, which historically has per
formed admirably these duties. 

The broad implications of the six rec
ommendations or the six-point program 
presented by the Senator from Mis.: 
souri-to accelerate the Polaris and 
other missiles, to provide an adequate 
airborne alert of SAC bombers, to speed 
up the ICBM hardening and dispersal 
programs, to increase our antisubma
rine warfare capability, to reverse the 
decision to cancel out the B-70 ~irplane, 
and to modernize the equipment and 
increase the mobility of our Army and 
Marine Corps-encompass the whole 
range of mllltary possibilities, not only 
for the unexpected "sudden death" at
tack that might come through outer 
space, but also for the threat which is 
probably 80 percent of our exposure at 
this time-namely, the threat of lim1ted 
war. 

This fs the reason why both General 
Ridgway and General Taylor resigned-

because they could not carry out their 
obligations under the budgetary limita
tions imposed upon them. 

I know the extent to which the Sen
ator from Missouri has gone in his efforts 
to correct the very serious imbalance in 
our defense posture. I agree with his 
statement-this is virtually what he said 
in answer to the Senator from Connecti
cut-that we have seen this administra
tion put a balanced budget ahead of a 
balanced national defense. I think that 
is undebatable; it has been proven time 
and time again. If that policy results 
in a catastrophe, then those who have 
preferred a balanced budget to a bal
anced national defense will have a heavy 
reckoning. Does the Senator from Mis
souri agree that is the real situation? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree with what 
my able friend, the Senator from Okla
homa, says. I agree with him about the 
high priority given the status of the 
budget, as against the lesser priority 
given the question of our national se
curity. I thank him for his wise, able, 
and precise presentation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. This administra
tion says we cannot afford to add the 
necessary funds in order to provide for 
a defense against what will be an un
controllable terror unless it is met by 
adequate defense means. Is that a cor
rect statement? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think it is en
tirely correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. But the Senator 
from Missouri is aware, as I think all the 
rest of us are, that this administration. 
believes our country can afford to devote 
added billions of dollars-$4 billion, to 
date-to the expense of the escalating 
cost of interest on the public debt. This 
added cost of $4 billion a year, is con
trollable by this administration and 
could be adjusted downward to provide 
us with the funds we need in the budget, 
so we could have an adequate defense. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Oklahoma is correct. In the last 6 years 
the interest burden has practically 
doubled. The cost of that unnecessary 
and. unwarranted development must be 
paid by the same taxpayers. 

Mr. MONRONEY. And from the 
same budget. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
when some persons talk about how fu
ture generations are going to be enslaved 
with debt, I should like to ask my 7 -year
old grandson what kind of a slave he 
would rather be 10 or 15 years from now: 
one with a debt, but otherwise free, or 
one without any freedom at all. 

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma 
very much for his contributions. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President-
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Missouri yield? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

previously promised to yield to the Sen
ator from Mississippi; and I now yield 
to him. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President-
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Missouri may not be re
moved from the floor. He has yielded 
to the Senator from Mississippi. 
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Missouri for 
yielding to me. I have been present 
since the start of his address. I have re
mained throughout his remarks except 
for a short time when I had to leave to 
answer a phone call of urgent necessity. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sena
tor from Missouri for what I believe has 
been a very forceful and factually cor
rect presentation of a most serious 
problem. He is not only a student in 
that field, but he has made careful re
search into the question, and I can see 
tha;t the addre.ss has been very carefully 
prepared. 

In my humble opinion, I would not ac
cept all his conclusions, but I certainly 
think the address has been very con
structive, and he is to be highly com
mended. 

I want eSpecially to commend him on 
three points. One is with reference to 
what he has said with respect to assess
ing blame. I think I heard virtually all 
of the briefings given to the ·Armed Serv
ices Commi·ttee and the Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences Committee. I think we 
have heard enough from every source 
with respect to trying to assess blame, 
:who is to blame, and when. 

The question now is, What can be done 
about it? I think the American people 
have had enough of trying to assess 
blame. What they are interested in, and 
what we have a responsibility in, is, 
What can be done about these things, 
and what will be done about it? We 
wake up year after year to the realiza
tion that for the next 3 or 4, or even 5 
years, we shall be involved in this very 
far-reaching, complicated military pro
gram. 

I also want to particularly commend 
the Senator next for what he has said 
with reference to the B-70 bomber. I 
am certainly not in a position to pit my 
judgment against that of an expert on 
airpower. However, from merely the 
standpoint of commonsense, I am firmly 
convinced that for a long time to come 
manned bombers will be a substantial 
part of our frontline defense. There is 
no way to get away from that fact. In 
spite of the terrible destruction tha;t 
missiles can impose, I believe the logic 
of the situation is that probably neither 
side will turn loose a w.eapon it could 
not call back. 

I certainly believe we would make the 
gravest kind of error if we failed to pur
sue pioneering efforts to obtain the ulti
mate in manned bombers. That is what 
the B-70 bombers are. If we do not 
utilize such bombers, a few years from 
now we shall find we are literally out of 
business so far as a manned modern 
bomber is concerned. 

As the Senator from Missouri has said, 
this question goes into the next plateau 
of speed, and opens up all kinds of new 
fields of possibility for all weapons, in
cluding naval weapons. 

Having had briefings on the subject, 
as the Senator from Missouri has had, I 
do not see why we do not modernize our 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps with the 
ultimate in weapons and capability of 
airlift. 

Last year it was my privilege to be in 
the Pacific area for the first time. After 
being in that area, I realized how really 
helpless those nations are, and the fact 
that they cannot possibly defend them
selves, and that their defense depends 
entirely on what we do. That is a great 
area of possible limited war or trouble 
spots or brush fires, where the factor of 
distance itself proves the case of the need 
for the ultimate in modern airlift and 
also the need, when the :fighting starts, 
to have the most modem equipment in 
tanks and other weapons, including rifles, 
which we lack in terms of being modern. 

I commend the Senator again for his 
fine address, and commend him partic
ularly for the three points I have men
tioned. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from Mississippi. I am particularly 
impressed with what he has said, because, 
as chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee on Military Construction, 
there is no one who tries harder to give 
the taxpayer the most return for his 
dollars than does the Senator from Mis
sissippi. His high character and his un
derstanding of the problems are so well 
brought to bear out the work of his sub
committee. I thank him for his kind 
remarks. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I apologize to the 
Senator from Kentucky for this delay. 
There is no one for whom I have greater 
respect. I had promised to yield to the 
other Senators. I am happy now to yield 
to him. 

Mr. COOPER. I shall be brief. Like 
other Members present, I have been very 
much interested in the Senator's ad
dress. I have recognized his great in
terest in the problems of defense, and 
that also his experience and knowledge 
qualify him to speak on the subject in 
this body. I am a Senator in thecate
gory of those who are not members of 
the Armed Services Committee, or the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on De
fense, or the Space and Aeronautic 
Sciences Committee, or other commit
tees which receive information from 
various departments of the Government 
concerning our defense situation. Nev
ertheless, on my own responsibility, I do 
talk with members of these committees, 
and I go to the Department of Defense 
and talk there to officials in whom I have 
confidence. 

The fact that the Senator speaks on 
this subject-and I · have great 1·espect 
for him-or the fact that another Sen
ator who is interested in this subject 
speaks on it, does not mean ipso facto 
that his judgments are correct. One of 
the great difticulties in this field is that 
admirals and generals and other mili
tary persons in the Department of De
fense and those who have retired, who 
are supposed to have knowledge of it, are 
also giving judgments on this subject. I 
do not refer to the Senator from Mis
souri, because he has had experience in 
this field as have the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] and other Sen
ators. But many in this body who came 
here from civilian life, as laWYers, farm
ers or from other fields, cannot be sup-

posed to have become at once great mili
tary experts whose judgment is superior 
~that <?f the experts. 

In addition, we are confused by 
••teaks'~ of supposed important informa
tion which come out of committees and 
which are not given in context. And, 
of course, politics enters into a discus
sion of the defense issue. I am not 
saying this is unusual. It is inevitable 
that politics should enter into the con
sideration of the subject, but I think that 
fact confuses the situation. 

We have to ascertain what the facts 
are, and as best we can, make judgments 
on the facts. Let me say that my own 
mind is free in this matter. I do not care 
what is recommended in the budget. 
When it comes to voting, on defense ex
penditures, I am going to vote for what 
I think is necessary to properly defend 
this country, now and in the future. I 
do not care what other interests are in
volved. 

With respect for my friend, for we 
have been friends for 40 years, I desire 
to question him about certain facts set 
forth in his address. The Senator stated 
in his speech that, so far as the present 
is concerned, he considers our strength 
sufficient to deter aggression and to pro
tect the country. I refer to page 10 of 
his statement: 

I agree with those who state that, primarily 
because of the great capability of our SAC 
bomber fleet, we could probably destroy any 
nation which dared attack us. 

My first question is, and this question 
is asked to get the facts: Does the Sen
ator, from his knowledge, inquiry, and 
study, say that we are in a position to 
deter aggression and protect this coun
try and make it secure-today? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator has 
brought up a very good point. 

The reason some of us want the air 
alert so badly is that the whole defense 
of the United States is based on the 
premise that, if there is an attack, we 
will be attacked first. I, for one, cannot 
conceive of our starting a nuclear war. 
Therefore the question is: Would our 
capacity to retaliate, our deterrent ca
pacity, be destroyed in a surprise at
tack? After listening to the testimony 
of probably the greatest expert in the 
world on the matter-General Power
I am not sure whether we would have 
the capacity to retaliate unless we had 
sufficient bombers on air alert. 

Mr. COOPER. I,ooking at fact No.9 
in the Senator's address, the Senato.r 
says: "We have no airborne alert today." 
The statement would imply there is none 
whatever today. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. I have made an in

quiry in this regard at the Department 
of Defense. I have also made inquiry of 
a member of the Committee on Armed 
Services in whom I have great faith, and 
I have been informed that we do have 
an airborne alert today. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. What kind' 
Mr. COOPER. In the air. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. What is the na

ture of the alert? 
Mr. COOPER. I do not know its mag

nitude. The Senator said we had no 
airborne alert today. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator 

knows my respect for him--
Mr. COOPER. I know that; I am 

simply trying to get the facts. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator 

knows of my desire to have him return 
to the Committee on Armed Services, be .. 
cause of his constructive position on the 
committee when we had the honor of 
serving there together some years ago. 

The senator does not mean to imply 
by "alert" that our planes are ready to 
go, with weapons, in the air today, does 
he? 

Mr. COOPER. I do not know. I can 
only say, from reading the Senator's 
speech, that he says we have no air alert 
today. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. My statement 
stands. 

Mr. COOPER. I have been told by 
members of the Defense Department and 
the committee that there is an alert of 
some scope. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. My statement 
stands. We have no real air alert today. 
· I have been abroad where far more in .. 

stantaneous reaction is needed than in 
the United States, because the areas are 
so close to Russia. Yet we have no or .. 
ganized air alert today. We may have 
some planes flying from this country to 
Europe in rotation or for training, but 
I repeat there is no organized plan for 
them to go. There is a ground alert, but 
there is not an air alert. 

Mr. COOPER. I know the difference 
between a ground alert and an air alert, 
and not in the magnitude of an air 
alert. I must say I have been informed 
that ,there are some planes in an air .. 
borne alert. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I deeply appre
ciate the Senator's bringing the point 
up. The Senator well remembers Pearl 
Harbor, and more specifically he re
members Clark Field, where our capacity 
to retaliate in that part of the world was 
completely destroyed as the result of the 
fact that our planes were altogether 
parked close . together without even a 
ground alert. This was a case where we 
tried to guess intentions of an enemy, 
instead of preparing against the enemy's 
capabilities. 

Mr. COOPER. Is it not true that if 
all our planes or a substantial part 
were in the air, we would have a problem 
of plane deterioration and of personnel? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not hear 
the Senator's question. 

Mr. COOPER. I say, is it not true 
that if a great number of planes were 
in the air at all times, we would face 
the problem of deteriorating planes and 
equipment, and manpower problems 
which coUld affect the capability of the 
SAC to complete its mission. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I wish to tell my 
friend from Kentucky that the testimony 
we had before the committee was not in 
accord with that view. It was said that 
if we had an air alert the number of 
planes which General Power recommends 
would not result 1n a decreased em
ciency of SAC. Specifically, except for 
the wear on certain parts, including en .. 
glnes, an air alert improves the overall 
emciency of the aircraft as compared 

with keeping the aircraft on the ground. 
It was also said that the air alert would 
increase the efficiency of the crews. 

Therefore, the only obstacle to an ade
quate air alert is money. I read an il
luminating book which points out that 
we spend hundreds of millions of dollars 
a year for new swimming pools-an 
amount greatly 1n excess of what is 
needed for an adequate air alert for the 
United States. 

Mr. COOPER. Fact No. 7 stated in the 
Senator's address is that the United 
States has not accelerated the ICBM 
program. I do not know to what period 
the Senator refers. It is obvious that 
from 1953 to date the progr,am has been 
accelerated by thousands of percent, 
from nothing to about $3 billion plus 
other funds for research. 

I have talked to officials of the De
fense Department this year, who have 
charge of the program, and they .say the 
program has been accelerated and in this 
year. What does the Senator mean by 
the .statement that it has not been ac
celerated? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad the Sen
ator brought that question up. At the 
time the Secretary of Defense and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
came before the Senate committee I had 
seen statements in the papers and in 
their testimony that there was going to 
be a lot more money for speeding up the 
program and increasing the number of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles. I was 
under the impression that there was not 
going to be any more money for accelera
tion. So in an effort to clarify my un
derstanding of the matter I asked the 
Secretary of Defense whether the new 
money which was being talked about was 
for an acceleration of the present pro
duction schedules or whether it was sim .. 
ply to be used to add more missiles at the 
end of the current programs we will say, 
in the year 1962 or 1963. The Secretary 
of Defense said he did not know. The of
ficials did not know whether the addi
tional money which was being talked 
about was to be used to accelerate the 
production schedules in the coming year 
or whether it was simply for an addition 
to the already ·planned schedules. 

We were advised later that the money 
1n the fiscal year 1961 budget was not 
to be used to accelerate the ICBM pro
duction program at all. 

Mr. COOPER. I will say to the Sena .. 
tor, I have talked to people who have 
told me the program has been acceler .. 
ated, and I will give the Senator their 
names. I hope the Senator will talk to 
them. I think these people know more 
than some of the generals, and more 
than we know in the Congress. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I will add that the 
Secretary of Defense has sent to me in 
writing a statement that no accelera
tion was planned under this money; it 
was simply an addition at the end of the 
schedule. 
/ Mr. COOPER. I have one other ques .. 

tion, and then I shall close, because the 
Senator has been very generous. 

In the last several years when we talk 
about defense we become engrossed about 
one type of missile, or one system of 
weapons. Today most of the talk and 

thought is based upon the idea that the 
ICBM is the one weapon which we have 
to push to the very limit. 

I agree with the Senator that we 
should push the ICBM ahead, but is it 
not also correct to say that the experts 
in the Department of Defense and, more 
important, the men who are developing 
the weapons-the scientists, the men who 
have the knowledge to develop weapons
foresee that the best weapon eventual
ly will be lighter missiles, which can be 
moved quickly from point to point, which 
will not require the heavy protection the 
present ICBM's require, and which will 
not be vulnerable to discovery and to at
tack. 

I say that we have to have the ICBM's. 
In fact, we have some of these missiles. 
The point I am making with regard to 
the current debate is that, looking ahead, 
is it not true that insumcient attention 
is being given in this debate to the im
portance of lighter and more advanced 
missiles-which can be moved quickly, . 
are not as susceptible to discovery and 
vulnerable to attack as the ICBM's we 
have now and which are a deterrent to 
attack and aggression. 

Mr. SYMINGTON~ The Senator is 
correct. That attention must be given to 
futures, but we must not fail to be alert 
and strong in the· interims also. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. 
I have asked these questions to bring 
into focus some of the statements the 
Senator made. I have tried to place the 
issue 1n better perspective. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
Senator from Kentucky. He is con
structive and forthright. and always 
takes a positive and clear position 1n 
debate on the floor of the Senate. It is 
a privilege to discuss this subject with 
him. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I enthusiastically 
commend the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri on a very important statement, 
and on what I think is a devastating 
indictment. It seems to me that he has 
stressed in his speech primarily that, in 
spite of public impression to the con .. 
trary, these are the facts: 

First, the U.S.S.R. has more than a 
3-to-1 advantage over this country in 
ICBM'S. 

Second, each of their ICBM's is far 
more destructive than our ICBM's. 

Third, their ICBM's are probably as 
accurate as ours. 

Fourth, we have not accelerated our 
ICBM program, and the budget shows it. 

OUr good friends on the other side of 
the aisle have debated the history and 
politics of the defense dispute. But only 
the distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CooPER] has raised any challenge 
to the factual indictment, and I think 
the Senator from Missouri has met that 
challenge. His facts remain unshaken, 
and now undisputed. I believe that the 
action of the Senator from Missouri in 
calling these facts to the attention of the 
people is a significant national service. 
I thank him for it. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my able 

colleague from Wisconsin. He knows 
that he has my respect. I have the honor 
of serving on the same committee with 
him. He is thorough in his analysis and 
constructive in his criticism. I appre
ciate what he has said. 

I want to make one point to keep the 
RECORD clear. I did not say that our 
ICBM's were less reliable than those of 
the Russians. What I said was that 
there is no evidence to justify the belief 
that the Russian ICBM's were any less 
reliable' than ours. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The junior Senator 
from Wisconsin simply said that their 
ICBM's would seem to be as accurate as 
ours. 

.Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
The Senator brings up a pertinent 

point. As the able senior Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], who is a 
real authority in this field of rocket 
thrust, knows, each time the Russians 
have exceeded what we have done, to the 
point where they actually put into orbit 
a missile in which the payload was 
greater than everything combined we 
had put into orbit. Each time that hap
pened. Some spokesmen and high of
ficials would say, "They got their first, 
but our developments are more accurate 
than theirs." 

No one has shown me any evidence 
which justifies the statements which we 
have heard dogmatically stated at times 
and implied at other times that there is 
any reason to believe that the Russian 
rockets and missiles are less accurate 
than ours. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 
the shots in the Pacific suggest that the 
Russians have an accuracy which is 
equivalent to ours? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The shots in the 
Pacific, plus the lunar shot which hit 
the moon, plus the shot which went 
around the moon and photographed the 
moon, reveal great accuracy. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Is it not correct 
that the shot in the Pacific, which 
traveled 7,700 miles plus, landed at a 
spot which indicated that there was ac
curacy of the highest degree? Whether 
our percentage of accuracy is 1 percent 
higher or 1 percent lower does not mat
ter. So long as anyone can shoot 7,000 
miles and put a shot within a 2-mile 
circle, he is pretty accurate. ·whatever 
their actual figure was, they put the shot 
sufficiently close so that we are satisfied, 
at least, that it is a dangerous weapon. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. He is a great authority in this 
field. The Russians shot a missile 7,762 
miles, I believe. It is believed to be ·a 
very accurate accomplishment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I commend the Sen

ator from Missouri for the very brave 
speech he has made. 

As I listened to him I found my mind 
going back to the period between 1934 

and 1939 in England. At that time Hit
ler had taken power in Germany, and 
was rearming Germany. There was a 
question as to what Great Britain should 
do. 

Two successive Prime Ministers of 
Great Britain, Mr. Baldwin and Mr. 
Chamberlain, kept insisting that Hitler 
did not have designs on the West, and 
refused to rearm Great Britain. The 
result was that Hitler did attack the 
West. Great Britain was relatively un
prepared. 

There was a voice in the wilderness 
crying at that time-a discredited man 
by the name of Winston Churchill, who 
had been ousted from the Conservative 
Party because he was warning Great 
Britain. He was more or less in dis
grace. The people would not listen to 
him. 

As I listened to the Senator from Mis
souri, without being an expert on this 
subject, I found an old saying going 
through my mind, namely, that those 
who will not learn from history are 
destined to repeat it. I only hope that 
we can learn from the experience of the 
1930's, and from the facts about us, and 
can rearm adequately. Otherwise we 
may find ourselves in much the same 
position that Britain and France found 
themselves in in 1939 and 1940, when 
the storm really broke upon them. 

I think the Senator from Missouri 
has performed an extremely valuable 
service in alerting us. Without knowing 
the details involved, from the informa.
tion we get in the newspapers it is 
obvious that the United States is exposed 
to great danger. If we lose military 
supremacy, in my judgment there is 
great danger that our military alliances 
will disintegrate. Those alliances have 
been partially held together by economic 
bonds, but they have also been partially 
held together by the belief of the Allies 
that we had military superiority. Once 
that is lost, or once the Allies believe it 
is lost, they are likely to drift into the 
camp of the neutrals, and many of them 
who are now neutrals will drift into the 
Soviet constellaticn. So I hope very 
much that the statements of the Senator 
from Missouri may be taken to heart by 
public opinion, and that we may ade
quately defend ourselves. 

The Senator from Missouri has made 
a great contribution. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
senior Senator from Illinois for his re
marks. He is one of those Members of 
the Senate who have demonstrated, in 
a very practical fashion, their patriot
ism. He has followed the subject of de
fense with care over the years. I do not 
agree with him that he is not an expert. 
I am very grateful for what he says. 

The position of the United States to
day, as against. the position of Great 
Britain in the early 1930's, is remark
ably comparable. There is one great ex
ception however. When the British peo
ple finally woke up to what the Hitler 
danger was, it was too late. They fought 
bravely, but they would have been de
feated if we had not come in to support 
them. I think it is in order for us to ask 
ourselves today who is behind us as we 
were behind England. 

( 

Only yesterday I received an amaz
ingly frank quotation. It consists of an 
admission which was made on the floor 
of the House of Commons by the then 
~rime Minister of England, Mr. Stanley 
Baldwin. I ask unanimous consent that 
I be permitted to insert that statement 
in the RECORD. It was made on the floor 
of the House of . Commons by Stanley 
Baldwin in the year 1936. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Supposing [had gone to the country and 
said that Germany was rearming and that 
we must rearm; does anyone think that this 
pacific democracy would have rallied to that 
cry at that moment? I cannot think of any
thing that would have made the loss of the 
election from my point of view more certain. 
(Stanley Baldwin in nouse of Commons De
bates, Nov. 12, 1936, vol. 317, col. 1144.) 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the Sen
ator from New York, who has been on 
his feet for some time. 

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the cour
tesy of the distinguished Senator, and 
will be very brief. 

I believe that a high-level debate on 
our Nation's defenses is always good. I 
certainly am vitally concerned about our 
defenses. I share the views of the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]. I do 
not propose to be completely bound by 
anyone's recommendations in arriving at 
a final judgment. I wonder if the Sen
ator is able to be a little more specific
and I rather think he is-as to the total 
amount which he believes should be 
added to the defense budget in order to 
achieve the objective of an adequate 
national defense. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is a con
structive question. About 2 years ago a 
friend of the Senator's made an out
standing report to the Government. It 
was the Rockefeller report. 

That report said that for the first year 
$3 billion should be added to the defense 
budget; for the second year, $6 billion; 
for the third year, $9 billion. 

I realize how vitally important it is to 
preserve the Treasury of the United 
States, to balance our budget, to cut our 
taxes, and to reduce our debt. We have 
gone over the budget, and we have gone 
over it very carefully. In our opinion, 
the money required to do what we think 
is absolutely vital to our future secu
rity would be to add between $2 V:z and 
$3 billion to this year's budget request 
for defense. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator means 
in the coming fiscal year, does he? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. KEATING. I have a very high 

regard and great respect for my former 
cplleague in the House, Representative 
MAHON, of ~exas, who is the chairman 
of the House Subcommittee on Defense 
Appropriations. 

About 2 weeks ago, on a nationally 
televised program called "Face the Na
t~on," he was asked whether the United 
States should not spend billions of dol
lars more for its defense programs. He 
replied, in effect, that he favored some 
increases in our defense and a some-
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what· different structuring of pur mill-~ 
tary program. In addressing hiinself 'to 
the question of whether we need · bil
lions more for defense, he called for mil
lions, not billions. Let me emphasize 
that point: Not billions but millionS more 
for our defense at the present time. He 
also said that we have a greater over
all striking ability than the Soviet Un
ion, and said this Nation is stronger than 
any nation in the world today. He also 
said that we have the Polaris submarine 
which will come in, and that with the 
ballistic missile submarine and with our 
Navy carriers we have more power than 
the Soviet Union. 

Apparently the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri does not agree with Rep· 
resentative MAHON's comments that we 
do not at the moment need to expand our 
military program by billions of dollars. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The implication 
in the press reports, prior to the broad
cast to which you refer, were that Rep .. 
resentative MAHoN thought things were 
"rosy." I believe the statement was "rosy 
hued." The Congressman wrote me a 
letter to make it emphatically clear that 
he did not believe that things were rosy. 
He wanted to assure me that there had 
been a misinterpretation of what he had 
said. What be had actually said was 
that the testimony was "rosy." In that 
connection I notice that he said in reply 
to a question on the CBS television 
broadcast of February 7, 1960: 

We are 1n the most frighteningly impor
tant situation that we have ever been in our 
lives. Any town' in this country could be 
hit in the next 30 minutes. I am not trying 
to be an alarmist, but I am saying that at 
last we have come to this point of very great 
danger, and under those circumstances it 
is not surprising that we have a battle over 
the defense budget, Mr. Finney. ' 

I will say to my friend it may be that 
my estimate of $2¥2 billion to $3 bil
lion may be wrong and that Governor 
Rockefeller was right in recommending 
that in the next budget we should in
clude $9 billion more. 

It may be that my estimate is wrong 
and that Representative MAHON's esti
mates are more nearly correct. How· 
ever, before I either agreed or disagreed 
with him, I think it would be important 
to find out exactly what he thinks and 
for him to find out exactly what I think. 
Then I would take a position in agree
ment· with him or in disagreement with 
him based on the facts as I see them. 

Mr. KEATING. If we could narrow 
my question a little, I meant only to 
find out whether the distinguished Sen
ator from Missouri was in disagreement 
with the statement that millions, not 
billions, more are needed for our 
national defense in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Of course Mr. 
MAHON has heard a great deal of testi
mony that I have not heard and I have 
heard some he has not. We are getting 
along fairly close to the end of this fiscal 
year. It may be that he is talking about 
a thousand . million instead of twent)' 
million. I shall take the liberty of in
serting m the RECORD how he feels about 
this matter, after we have had a chance 

to discuss it together. The imp.ortant 
thing is·to get the right national defense. 

Mr. KEATING. I entirely agree. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Therefore, as I 

said, I believe under all the circum
stances, based on the testimony that has 
come to the Senate-! do not know what 
the testimony has been in the Hou.se:-
we cannot do this job unless we appro
priate as an absolute minimum $2 billion 
more. I have great respect for Repre
sentative MAHON. There is no one in 
the House for whom I have greater re
spect. I shall be glad to put his views in 
the RECORD after we have discussed it. 

Mr. KEATING. I think that is a very 
constructive suggestion. It may be that 
Representative MAHON has not com· 
pleted his hearings to the extent neces
sary to have a final judgment on the 
matter. 

I appreciate the fact that the Senator 
has yielded to me. I do not believe the 
debate should end without my extend
ing my commendation to the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
for his active leadership in this field. I 
very much admire his sincere efforts in 
pursuing his duties as the ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. Because of my high 
regard for his judgment and ability in 
this field, .I ~ask unanimous consent to 
have inserted in the RECORD at this 
point what appears to me to be a very 
constructive summary-and it is very 
difiicult to summarize the subject of our 
national defense posture-contained in 
the Senator's newsletter of February 11, 
entitled "The Defense Debate-Details 
on Deterrence." 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
summary be inserted in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am sure there 
is no objection. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE DEFENSE DEBATE-DETAILS ON 
DETERRENCE 

(By Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL) 
The strategic retaliatory power of the Uni

ted States is strong enough and will remain 
strong enough to deter Russia from a 
nuclear attack. 

This is the belief of the President of the 
United States and his chief mmtary advisers. 

But the perpetual debate on the adequacy 
of U.S. military preparedness has :flared up 
again after relative quiet in the congressional 
recess. We hear charges that the administra
tion's defense budget and preparedness 
policies are inadequate. We read about 
''mlssile gaps," about "second-class power," 
"round-the-clock air alerts." 

With such a critical subject as the strength 
of .our country in the face of the Communist 
t~eat, it 1s natural that the hue and cry 
reach a fever pitch-particularly during an 
election year. 

But the important thing for all Americans 
1s to acquaint themselves thoroughly with 
all the facts, and to reach objective judg
ments; it•s all too easy to be misled by 
slogans and eca.re headlines. With this pur· 
pose in mind, a brief appra.1sal of the high
lights of the defense debate seems in order. 

Through my work as ranking minority 
member of the Senate Armed Services Com-

nflttee, and as a result of weekly ~eetfngs 
with the President and some of his advisers, 
I have tried to keep as close as possible to 
the situation, and have naturally reached 
certain conclusions of my own. · 

One of the most recurrent charges leveled · 
at the Pentagon is that the United States 
will suffer a misslle gap with respect to the 
Soviets in the near future, specl:flcally in 
long-range missiles-ICBM's. The crucial 
time seems to be 1962-63 and the margin 
most frequently referred to, 3 to 1. 

Recently our new Defense Secretary 
Thomas Gates acknowledged that the Rus
sians may have a moderate numerical supe

. riority in ICBM's at times during the next 
3 years. · 

Gates emphasized, however, that U.S. de
fense posture is not exclusively dependent 
on ICBM strength. "U.S. deterrent power is 
the sum total of a variety of retaliatory and 
defensive weapons systems," he said. 

Long-range missiles are of increasing im
portance, but it is unwise to overlook our 
strategic bomber force--clearly the best in 
the world. The manned bomber is still the 
most effective means to deliver nuclear 
weapons in the volume and with the accu
racy required. This capability 1s bolstered 
by air-to-ground misslles and advanced re
fueling techniques-here we are well ahead 
of the Russians. 

We must also consider our intermediate
distance missiles now deployed abroad with
in easy range of the Soviet heartland and 
our mobile carrier striking forces. Our 
Polaris missile submarine program is an 
invaluable addition to our strategic force. 

Our "mix" of weapons must be considered 
as a whole, therefore, in order to accurately 
assess our defense position. To isolate one 
segment is illogical and obviously distorted. 
The important gap · in the final analysis 
would be the deterrent gap, which doesn't 
exist at present and in the President's judg
ment, will not exist in the future because of 
the research, development and operation of 
new systems. 

Recently, the charge was made on the 
:floor of the Senate that the administration 
had "juggled" intell1gence estimates in order 
to balance the budget, and the implication 
was made that U.S. intell1gence ignored 
enemy capabilities, considering only enemy 
intentions. The President refuted these 
allegations and again forcibly expressed the 
strong trust he places in the abll1ty and in· 
tegrity of his chief defense advisers. 

I vividly recall criticism of administration 
policy in 1956 for not accelerating bomber 
production to meet Soviet capablllties. Yet 
tl,}e Soviets stopped production far short of 
their capabilities. Today, as planned, we 
have a clear superiority. 

Much publicized was a speech last month 
by General Power. Chief of the Strategic Air 
Command, in which he claimed that a sur
prise attack of 300 Soviet missiles could 
knock out America's retaliatory power before 
it got off the ground. 

It is important to note that the situation 
he described was hypothetical. Moreover, 
Secretary Gates and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
believe his estimate unrealistic in relation 
to present intelligence. They rejected Pqw
er's request for an immediate continuous air 
alert. Ninety million dollars has been re
quested in the 1961 budget to prepare for a 
round-the-clock bomber alert if it becomes 
necessary. 

Irresponsible, careless, or partisan criti
cism does not help the defense posture of the 
United States. On the other hand, serious 
examination into our position by qualified 
men may frequently Tesult in worthy criti
cism. 

I hope, in their consideration of this mat
ter, that the people will seek out !acts rather 
than slogans, appraise the whole rather than 

-
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the fragment,_ and. make qualitative rather initiation of the debate. I compliment mGdernizing our- weapons systems, I 
than merely quantitative examination. the able Senator from Missouri. I know _ should like-to read in the RECORD the tes-

ln this way, we will best det~rmine, in tl;le that he has been on his feet for a long timony given by Secretary of Defense 
words of the President, how to "prov~de se- time and that he must be weary. I do . ~J;larles E, Wilson before the Senate Ap
curity in a·way that effect!vely deters aggres- not wish, therefore, to introduce a new . propriations Committee on June 8, 1953: sion and does not itself weaken the values 
and institutions we seek to defend." subject into the discussion; but since If-we want to go ahead and have pure re

the distinguished Senator from New search, let us let somebody subsidize it. Let 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I wish to add that Mexico, the able chairman of the Joint us not put the burden of it on the Defense 

no one in the Senate has more respect committe on Atomic Energy, is on the Department. I am not much interested, as 
and greater a:ffection for the Senator fioor and is well aware of the subject a military project, in why potatoes turn 
from Massachusetts than I have. There about which I am to speak, I wish to _ bro\vn when they are fried. 
is no greater patriot in this body. I have suggest to the able Senator from Mis- Senator MAYBANK. Did -they have such a 

fit project as that? always regretted that he did not see souri that he has not by any means secretary wn.soN. That is an apt way to 
to sign the airpower report, after I held covered all of the fields of rollback, describe it, 
it up in 1956, and did not publish it un- slowup, and stretchout. senator MAYBANK. I have to differ with 
til after the election. What he signed I have heard distinguished scientists you. 
in January 1958, from the standpoint express the view that if the United states Senator FERGusoN. All right, Mr. Kyes, you 
of being critical of the present e:ffort, is ever to possess space with maneuvera- had something on this research and de
namely, Senator JOHNSON's report from bility and the attributes necessary to velopment. 

ill. p d S b ·t Senator HILL. Mr. Wilson, why not give us the M tary repare ness u commi - produce it to our advantage it may very a real or true illustration, not about pota-
tee was at least as great if not a greater well come through nuclear-powered toes, but something you did not approve of. 
indictment than the report we presented rockets. Secretary wn.soN. we were pushing the 
to the Senate in January, 1957. I have As the able Senator knows, the com- atomic airplane. You could consider that 
been distressed that the distinguished mittee on which I serve is entitled to the was in the area of pure research. We were 
Senator from Massachusetts did not sign intelligence reports, the same as is the pushing that too fast, because if every
the 1957 Airpower Report, although I committee on which he serves. There thing worked out perfectly like the scientists 
know whatever he did was and whatever has been' a very important and, I think, hoped it would, it stm would have been a 

·11 1 b bum airplane. he will do in the future WI a ways e a very damaging rollback and stretch-
prompted by what he considers to be the out, for money reasons, on the project to 
highest interest of our country. I might develop nuclear-powered rockets. I can 
add that .it was the. only report of any say the same thing about atomic air
subcommittee ?f which I have be~n the . planes, which is especially important in 
chairman, which was not unarumous. relation to the B-70. 
However, I fully support any comments I ask the distinguished Chairman of 
which my able friend from New York the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
would like to make concerning the char- if this is not a correct statement of the 
acter or integrity of the Senator from facts. 
Massachusetts. Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 

Mr. SALTONf?TAL~. I thank the the Senator from Missouri yield, to per
S~nator from Missoun. We agreed to mit me to reply? 
disagree on that matter. . . Mr. SYMINGTON. I am very glad to 

Mr. ANDER:SON. Mr. President, will yield for that purpose. 
the Senator Yield? · . Mr. ANDERSON. What the Senator 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I. am glad to from Tennessee has said is absolutely 
yield. . correct. I believe the great promise we 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not mtend to have for success in the space age lies in 
get into figures or circumstances or nuclear propulsion. The Senator from 
facts; I simply wish to compliment the Missouri referred to the fact that the 
able Senator from Missouri, not only for Russians have put up one item which 
his presentation here today, but for his had more weight to it and required more 
study and presentation of a strong point thrust than all the satellites we have 
of view. put up. The one great field in which we 

It was my great good fortune to be as- can develop thrust is the field of nuclear 
sociated with the able Senator when he propulsion. Yet funds for that project 
was in the administrative part of our have been reduced-and they were re
Government. I believe he worked as leased only recently-from $22,800,000 to 
hard on this subject then as he has in $18 million. It seems to me that $4 mil
succeeding years. I can testify to what lion or $5 million in a project which 
I regard to be an extremely sound point means so much is a fantastic reduction. 
of view. What the Senator from Tennessee has 

In recent weeks, as I have watched his said is completely correct. We are 
work on a special investigating commit- stretching out our program at a time 
tee, I have been constantly impressed when we ought to be pushing harder, 
with the information which he gathers because nuclear propulsion of space ve
and the hard work which I know must be hicles is probably one of the most 1m
entailed in getting it. I compliment him portant fields for space development 
on the fine speech he has just made. which we have. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am deeply Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad "the 
grateful for the remarks of one of the Senator from Tennessee and the Senator 
ablest men it has been my privilege to from New Mexico have brought this 
know in Government or in private busi- question up~ I was present when this 
ness. I am most grateful for what he testimony was presented before the 
has said. Senate Committee on Appropriations on 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the June 8, 1953. 
Senator yield? Since there has been niuch implied 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield. criticism, in recent days and weeks, to 
Mr. GORE. I have listened to every the e:ffect that some of us on this side 

word of the address and the colloquy of the aisle were not concerned about 
since I entered the Chamber at the very increasing our defense strength and 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Presid.ent, does the 
Senator have the date of that? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It was on June 
8, 1953. 

The remark of the Senator from Ten
nessee is most apt. I refer to his com
ments about the vital importance of our 
making ready and, if possible, doing 
something ·we have not done in many 
years-to be first-in this case, to be 
first in the development of a nuclear
powered airplane. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Nothing is closer to the 

heart of the American people than the 
security of their country. The security 
of their country is involved. When we 
fall behind the Russians in r.ocketry, ~ 
missiles, in technological progress, in 
education, in the real growth of our na
tional economy, this does not involve 
partisanship; it concerns a policy which 
a:ffects the security of every American 
citizen. I congratulate the Senator for 
his forthrightness. I have listened to his 
speech with great approbation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. . I thank the able 
Senator from Tennessee, who is one of 
the most thorough and industrious Mem
bers of this body. I deeply appreciate 
what he has said. There is no Member 
by whom I would rather be commended 
in this matter than he. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. First, I compliment the 
Senator from MissoUri on his temperate, 
constructive contribution to a vitally im
portant national debate. I congratulate 
him on his courage for bringing this sub
ject to the floor of the Senate. I con
gratulate him on refusing to be silenced. 
I urge ·him to continue to speak on this 
important subject in the future as he has 
in the past. 

The Senator may recall that the Presi
dent held a press conference on Wednes-
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day, February 17, during the coUI·se of 
which he was asked a question 'by Mr. 
Charles E. Shutt, of Telenews: 

Mr. President, two o! the many charges 
that your defense critics have made a.ga.lnst 
you and your administration are that the 
administration ha.s been complacent in ad
vising the people o! the danger we face in 
world affairs. 

I believe that charge to be a correct 
charge. I wonder if the Senator from 
Missouri would agree and would care to 
comment briefly. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
from my father-in-law, the late great 
Senator James Wadsworth, I tried to 
learn the importance of avoiding person
alities. 

Mr. CLARK. I agree entirely with my 
friend. I want to be as objective as does 
my friend from Missouri, and I am as 
interested as is he in avoiding personali
ties. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I realize that; and 
the support of the Senator from Penn
Bylvania on the entire matter of national 
defense has been one of the most 
pleasant aspects of my work in the Sen
ate since we have had the good fortune 
to be here together. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator. I 
shall repeat the first part of the ques
tion which Mr. Shutt asked of the Presi
dent: 

Mr. President, two of the many charges 
that your defense critics have made against 
you and your administration are -that the 
administration has been complacent in ad
vising t~e people of the danger we face in 
world affairs. 

Does the Senator from Missouri not 
think we have not been adequately ad
vised of the danger we face in world 
affairs? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think we have 
been far too complacent, and that we 
have not been adequately advised. 
· Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. Shutt's other question was: 
The other is that economy may stand in 

the way of developing some weapon or a se-
ries of weapons we may need. · 

I believe economy has stood in the 
way of the adequate development of mis
siles and other weapons which we need. 
I wonder whether my friend from Mis
souri agrees. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, perhaps not 
so much economy itself as how our ·econ
omy has been misused by this adminis
tration. Today the income of the Amer
ican people is about $1,400 million a day. 
The question is simply one of whether 
we wish to devote more of the resources 
of the economy to what might be called 
luxury living; or whether we want to 
devote more of our resources to giving 
our children and their children a better 
chance to survive against an enemy. I 
hope that reply is germane to the ques
tion from the Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator; 
but I think he would agree that budg
etary considerations appear at least 
to have had an unfortunate impact 
on needed development of missiles and 
weapons. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 
is correct; and the testimony before our 
committee-without any reservation of 
any kind-confirms what the Senator 
has just now said. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield further to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENGLE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Missouri yield further to the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania? . 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. CLARK. Because I, too, do not 
wish to indulge in personalities, I shall . 
not cite, or even comment on, the answer. 
the President gave to that question, other 
than to state my view that in his answer 
he set up a strawman, and then pro
ceeded to knock it down, but did not ever 
reply responsively to the question Mr. 
Shutt asked him. 

Would my friend mind referring now, 
brie:fiy, to page 10 of his original very 
able presentation, where he made his 
recommendations? I should like to ask 
him a series of very brief questions, to 
which I am sure his replies can be equal
ly brief, because I do not wish to detain 
him any longer than seems desirable. 

His first recommendation is: 
Provide for an adequate airborne alert of 

SAC bombers. 

My question is this: Do we have such 
an alert now? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. We do not. 
Mr. CLARK. Second, will it take sub

stantial additional appropriations to get 
ready for it? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. Is it true that no such 

appropriations have been requested in 
the pending budget? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. The Senator's second 

recommendation is: 
Accelerate the Polaris and ICBM missile 

programs. 

I point out that the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON], whom I see 
on the :floor at this time, and Adm. 
Arleigh Burke and I, and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT], recently 
had a half-hour television program in 
which we dealt very largely with the 
situation respecting the Polaris sub
marine. I ask the Senator whether my 
understanding is correct: That today we 
do not have in commission a single 
Polaris submarine equipped with Polaris 
missiles, although it is hoped we shall 
have in the reasonably near future. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct, 
and ·"reasonably near future" could be 
defined, but we shall not go into that. 

Mr. CLARK. Yes, because we do not 
wish to go into classified material. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. Is it not true that pres

ently there are authorized, and in vari
ous stages of construction, only nine 
Polaris submarines? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not have the 
exact figure in mind; but if the Senator 
from Pennsylvania says that is the 
number, I am sure he is correct. Thanks 

to the efforts of the Congress, the figure 
has been increasing. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield for a 
matter of clarification? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Certainly; .I 
yield. 

Mr. JACKSON. There have been au
thorized, and funds have been made 
available for, nine Polaris-type sub
marines, plus long lead items on three 
additional submarines. That makes a 
total of 12. Of the 12, Congress added 7 
which were not in the budget. In other 
words, it is nine plus long-time lead 
items for three. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is entirely 
correct. I shall make a somewhat 
stronger statement than the statement 
he made-namely, that seven of those 
Polaris submarines have been forced on 
a reluctant administration by a Con
gress which saw the utility of this defense 
system. · • 

Does the Senator not know that Adm. 
Arleigh Burke has requested an eventual 
fleet of 45 Polaris submarines? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator 
from Pennsylvania gives that figure, I am 
sure it is correct. 

Mr. CLARK. It is correct. Admiral 
Burke has said he needs to build six more 
immediately, but General Twining has 
indicated his unwillingness to go forward 
with that program. This has been in 
the newspapers in recent days 

Mr. SYMINGTON. In that connec· 
tion I should like to read into the REc-· 
ORD some testimony of the able Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. YouNG], who recently 
was in the chair: 

This is from testimony of Admiral 
Burke on February 8, 1960, before the 
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit
tee: 

Senator YoUNG of Ohio. I will go further 
than that. Does the President share your 
confidence in the Polaris? 

Admiral BuRKE. I do not know that at all, 
~~ . 

Senator YouNG of Ohio. Apparently the 
funds provided by Congress were withheld
that is, the funds we provided in 1959 for 
the Polaris. 

Admiral BURKE. Yes, sir. 
Senator YouNG of Ohio. And that was 

withheld? 
Admiral BURKE. Yes, sir. 
Senator YouNG of Ohio. So it does not ap

pear that your confidence is shared, does it? 
Or would you care to comment on that? 

Admiral BURKE. Well, we have had a lot o! 
tests since then. 

So long as the Polaris is coming up in 
this field, however, I wish to point out 
that I have consistently voted money 
for the Polaris, and I will vote for more 
if that is considered right. But today we 
are presented with a most paradoxical 
situation. The administration has cut 
out any further development or any real 
research on new advanced planes which 
could very possibly fly many thousands 
of miles an hour, while at the same time 
the administration favors putting more 
money into something that goes consid,. 
erab]y less than 100 miles an hour. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is refer
ring to the B-70 airplane program which 
has been canceled, is he not? 
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, Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 

Mr. CLARK. I ask him to return 
again briefly to the conclusions.set forth 
toward the end of his formal address. 
.At this point I refer to his third recom
mendation, namely: 

Speed up the ICBM hazdenlng and d.ls
persal programs. 

I understand he has stated that at the 
moment we have only a handful of 
ICBM missiles, although the amount is 
secret, but that presently there is not 
under way any program to remedy that 
deficiency. Is that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is true. 
Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Mis

souri said, on that page, that we should 
speed up the ICBM hardening and dis
persal programs. I wonder if my friend 
would tell me whether there is adequate 
money provided in the budget to do that. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is not. 
1\ll:r. CLARK. Does the Senator have 

a rough estimate as to how much should 
be appropriated for that purpose? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Hardening and 
dispersal programs call for long lead .. 
time periods. Therefore, with about 
·$2% billion or $3 billion more than is in 
the budget, we could do much that is 
necessary to take care of long leadtime 
items on the base construction and the 
other programs I suggested. 

Mr. CLARK. I call the Senator's at
tention to his recommendation that we 
.should increase our antisubmarine war
fare capability. Is an adequate amount 
of money provided in the budget to do a 
good job in that respect? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. No, there is not; 
and it is necessary that we get an ade
quate antisubmarine warfare capability, 
because that is where, at least as much 
as in any other field, a great danger faces 
our country today. There is a very large 
fieet of Russian submarines that has 
been modernized over a period of years, 
and it is nearly 10 times as large as the 
fieet Hitler had when world War II 
started, and is now being seen in packs 
reasonably close to the United States. 

Mr. CLARK. And possibly in Argen
tine waters? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, that story is 
one I do not know much about. 

Mr. CLARK. I would like to call at
tention to the fact that on the television 
program of whicn I spoke a moment ago 
Admiral Burke testified that the Rus
sians had over 400 first-class submarines 
ready and in operation. I wonder if 
that estimate, which was made on an 
open program, is in accord with my 
friend's understanding, 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
We have publicized to the American 
people for many years the fact that the 
Russians had over 400 submarines. 
When some persons asked me why that 
number had not gone up, I got inter
ested and took the time to find out why. 
The reason given is that the Russians are 
modernizing their submarine fleet. In 
other words, they are constantly adding 
the latest type of submarine to the :fleet 
and letting older submarines slide out of 
the inventory. That means the danger 
is steadily growing. 

So much is made about the claims that 
we have something better than what the 
Russians have. On the basis of avail .. 
able information we are not sure. that 
there is any basis for such claims witb 
respect to submarines, any more than 
about any other weapon. It was not 8o 
long ago that certain high officials said 
the matter of rocket thrust capacity was 
not important because our ICBM's were 
more accurate. That claim has been 
exploded by recent Soviet activities. 

The Russians have been modernizing 
their submarine fleet steadily over a 
period of years; they ·have modern sub
marines. When we boast about what we 
have in the way of submarines, missile 
systems, and ICBM's the American peo
ple are getting a wrong impression about 
things which we have in such small 
numbers that they can be counted on 
the fingers of both hands. 

Mr. CLARK. Admiral Burke told us, 
on that same television program, that, 
in his judgment, these Russian subma
rines were equipped with missiles, which 
they probably would have to surface to 
fire, but which could be fired for an un
stated but substantial distance from the 
sea to cities on our Atlantic and gulf 
coasts, and western ports. Is the Sen
ator in accord with that statement? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes; but there is 
more to the subject. 

Mr. CLARK. Is it not true that in 
order to hunt and track down one sub
marine, a very large portion of the sur
face Navy must be put in motion, and 
a good part of the naval air arm has 
to be concentrated in task forces? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. I 
may read from the testimony given by 
Admiral Burke in recent days. I asked 
him: 

Are you worried about the offensive danger 
:from Russian submarines? 

Admiral BURKE. Yes, sir; we are very much 
worried about it. Any :form of air breather 
or ballistic missile can be fired :from their 
submarines. Yeazs ago they were interested 
in air breathers. We believe now they are 
interested in their ball1stic missiles in their 
submarines. We ·aze very much concerned 
about it. 

Senator SYMINGTON. So you are concerned 
about both, in other words? 

Admiral Burke said, "Yes." 
The important point I wish to make 

is that we hear that Russia's submarines 
are probably oldfashioned and their mis
siles are probably air breathers, not bal- · 
listie weapons. Yet, the No. 1 military 
expert in the Navy tells us the Navy is 
very much worried about the ballistic 
missile capacity of their submarines. As 
we all know, our ballistic missile opera
tional capability in submarines is non
existent. 

Mr. CLARK. It is ~ero at the moment, 
and hopeful for later on. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. The next recommenda

tion of the Senator is that we should 
modernize the equipment and increase 
the mobility of our Army and Marine 
Corps. I eall attention to the gallant 
:fight the Senator from Mlssouii. made to 
do just that, with the support of some of 

.us on the :floor of the Senate. I ask . the 
Senator from Missouri whether he has 
any reason to believe that the needs 
necessary for us to modernize the equip
ment and increase the mobility of our 
Army and Marine Corps are being pres· 
ently taken care of or are requested to 
be appropriated for in the pending 
budget? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. No. There is 
nothing like enough money provided for 
·our Army and Marine Corps in our 
present budget. As I stated earlier to
day, a great deal of the money appro
priated to get the Army in reasonable 
shape has been impounded by the ad
ministration. 

Mr. CLARK. Is it not true that a sub
stantial part of the equipment which 
our Armed Forces overseas now have is 
of very ancient vintage? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Some of the equip
ment which our troops in Germany to
day have is of World War I vintage-not 
even of World Warn vintage. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator has ref
erence to machineguns? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Various weapons 
and pieces of equipment the Army has. 

Mr. CLARK. Is it true, 1f the Sena
tor ca,n tell me this without violating 
any secrecy requirements, that in order 
to get an adequate airlift for our air
borne forces in an emergency, it would 
be necessary, if we were to :fly more than 
one division, and perhaps a few marines, 
into a danger spot, to mobilize our com
mercial air :fleet, because there is not 
an adequate militarily controlled airlift 
for that purpose? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct as to the inadequacy of our air
lift. We are lacking in capacity airlift 
for what has been called a possible 
limited war. I include as a part of the 
requirement the supplies essential for 
keeping our men alive after they have 
landed. It is the duty of the Govern
ment to provide the equipment neces
sary to keep those men alive, if at all 
possible. Commercial airliners are not 
designed for this type of lift. Because of 
:floorloads, space requirements, the 
necessity for ingress and egress of small 
tanks and other vehicles, commercial 
airliners cannot do the job. 

The airlift situation-a subject on 
which the able junior Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY] is the authority 
in this body-is very serious from the 
standpt>int of what we should do and 
be ready for in the future in case we 
get into the type and character of hos
tilities that we call limited war. 

May I add that .. there have been about 
20 limited wars since World War II. 
General Taylor testified to 18 last year. 
There have been two more since that 
time, at Laos and Tibet. None of those 
wars have been nuclear wars; they have 
~11 been limited wars in which conven
tional equipment was used. Our capa
bility to handle this type of problem is 
sadly deficient. 

Mr . . CLARK. With respect to a.irlift 
there iS no adequate appropriation re
quested m the pending budget to make 
up for the deficiency, is there? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is not. 
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Mr. CLARK. On the last page of the 

Senator's speech .my friend made a 
statement with which I should like· to 
associate myse1f, as follows: 

If additional taxes are necessary, and ~ter 
there has been a real effort to get the maxi· 
mum defense out of each defense dollar, I 
am certain the American people will support 
any sacrifice necessary to preserve our Na
tion and our freedom. 

I am in complete accord with that 
statement, but I want to ask my friend 
if he does not agree we should promptly 
take serious measures to attempt to cut 
down the tax dodgers, to collect some of 
the $25 billion of unreported taxable 
income with respect to which the Com
missioner of Internal Revenue has 
spoken, for the benefit of the Federal 
Treasury? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not think 
there is any question about that. If peo
ple are getting away with not paying 
their taxes, it should be stopped prompt
ly and t_o the extent possible. This is a 
critical weakness in the administration 
of our Government . . 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator last year 
on several occasions supported the clos
ing of a number of inequitable tax loop
holes, which also would have raised sev
eral billion dollars in additional revenue. 
I am sure the Senator will agree·that we 
should pursue that objective and deplores 
the fact that the administration does 
not seem anxious to help us. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I well remember 
the efforts of the Senator on that score, 
and I was happy to associate myself _with 
him. 

Mr. CLARK. Finally, Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for his patience. I 
commend him for the last sentence in 
his. speech: 

We can attain permanent world peace only 
if we are able to negotiate from a position 
of strength, supported by worldwide knowl
edge that we have that strength. 

To paraphrase the words of Winston 
Churchill, "We arm to parley." 

I know the Senator is as strong an 
advocate of meaningful disarmament 
and peac·e as any Member of the Senate. 
I deplore a little bit the efforts of some 
to make the Senator from Missouri ap
pear as though interested only in defense 
and not in disarmament, because I know 
he shares my grave concern and perhaps 
my view that disarmament within our 
lifetimes is one of the most important 
issues confronting the American people 
today. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
am very grateful for what my able 
friend from Pennsylvania has said. We 
have been together in this fight for some 
time. 

I have put into the RECoRD a quota
tion of·Mr. Stanley Baldwin in 1936. I 
was granted unanimous consent to do so. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
British Empire was almost destroyed be
cau.Se its people would not face up to the 
importance of keeping their country 
strong, so that it could negotiate from 
a position of relative strength instead of 
a position of relative weakness. As a 

result, there was Munich. After Munich, 
there was a disaster. 

I repeat, the analogy between the 
position in the early 1960's of the United 
States and the position in the late 1930's 
of the British is so comparable as to be 
terrifying, with one great exception. 
There is no one who is behind us, as we 
were behind the British in the late 1930's. 
I know the British would have been de
feated and their people would have been 
enslaved if the United States had not 
come in behind them. That is no criti
cism of the British, who are a brave and 
glorious people, but they went so far 
along the way of the policies of Stanley 
Baldwin and Neville Chamberlain that 
when they said, "We must protect our
selves," it was too late. 

If Senators will read a book entitled 
"Central Blue," written by Air Chief 
Marshal Sir John Schlesser, they will 
note that he remarked, as he put it, "in 
white-faced fury," that just a few weeks 
before the Battle of Britain the Chan
cellor of the Exchequer, Sir John Simon, 
was slashing squadron after squadron 
out of the Royal Air Force. saying to 
these men in the military, "You men 
don't realize that Britain's No. r line of 
defense is its economy." 

The analogy is all too clear. 
Mr. CLARK. In conclusion, I thank 

the Senator, and I refer with some pride 
to the fact that as long ago as 1955 the 
Senator from Missouri was one of the 
principal cosponsors, if not the sponsor, 
of a resolution advocating disarmament, 
which was steered through this body. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. That· was my resolution. Over 
half of the Members of the Senate 
joined to cosponsor it. It was passed 
unanimously. 

What we need in the world more than 
anything else is a just and lasting peace, 
and freedom under God. Based on the 
record-the record of Czechoslovakia, of 
Rumania, later of Hungary, and even 
later of Tibet, and other nations-! am 
not willing to trust my children's future 
to the good faith of the people who rule 
the Kremlin and of those who rule in 
Peiping, If we do not decide as a nation 
that we are going to summit confer
ences economically, psychologically, 
physically, technologically, and spiri
tually strong, I think we are almost 
insuring future disa8ter for the United 
States of America. · 

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. CHURCH, and Mr. 
YARBOROUGH addressed the Chair. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to my fnend from North carolina, who 
has been waiting for some time. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
make some statements and then ·to ask 
the able and distinguished Senator from 
Missouri some questions. 

During 1956 the Senator from Mis
souri was the chairman of a subcom
mittee created by the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services [Mr. Rus
SELL] to investigate the suftlciency of 
the Air Foree to perform its mission. I 
think we can truthfully claim that the 
subcommittee summoned before it the 

most competent military and naval ex
perts in America to testify. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
I will say that the Senator from North 
Carolina and the distinguished junior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. JACK
SON] were the other members of that 
subcommittee, who signed the final re
port. It was a great honor to serve with 
both of them on the subcommittee. The 
Senator knows fully about what he 
speaks. 

Mr. ERVIN. We attempted, as mem
bers of that subcommittee, to make a 
fair and impartial review of the suffi
ciency of the Air Force to perform its 
mission. The Senator from Missouri 
and the able and distinguished Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. JACKSON] 
and myself came to the conclusion, 
which we thought was absolutely in
escapable, that the efforts being put for
ward to maintain an adequate national 
defense were absolutely insufficient to 
insure the safety of the nation; did we 
not? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. We had, as the able Senator 
well knows, witness after witness come 
before us, each of whom was questioned 
at length by the members of the sub
committee and the brilliant and able 
counsel, Mr. Fowler Hamilton, of New 
York City. we· talked with the wit
nesses before the hearing. If a matter 
was not clear, we talked with the wit
nesses after the hearing, We set a rec
ord as to what was necessary for the 
future security of the United States. 

We had before us the foremost au
thority at that time on strategic air
power. The question was asked, "If the 
policies of this country do not change, 
how long will it be before our condition 
may be hopeless?" Gen. Curtis LeMay 
did not want to answer that question, 
but he was pressed, and he finally said, 
"Well, I would say in about 3 years." 

That was 3 Y2 years ago. Since then 
our relative strength-which is the im
portant word vis-a-vis the Communists
has gone downward instead of upward. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from 
Missouri recollect, as I do, that on a 
number of occasions military and naval 
experts expressed an opinion, in sub
stance, that unless our efforts in na
tional defense were stepped up that by 
1959 or 1960, or even earlier, we would 
be overtaken by the Russians in many 
respects and passed ·by them in some 
respects? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
entirely correct. 

Mr. ERVIN. As a result of my service 
on that subcommittee I am familiar with 
the attitude of the able and distinguished 
Senator from Missouri in that connec
tion, which I wish was known to all 
the people of America. If the people 
knew what I know, they would realize 
the great fight the Senator has been 
making, to try to see to · it that we are 
given an adequate national defense. 
comes from his devotion to his country 
and not from any partisanship. 
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1 I remember that when we heard this 
testimony and aiD-eed upon the report 
of the subcommittee, in which it was 
pointed out what would be · the inevi
table result of failure to make sufficient 
efforts to get an adequate national de
fense, the Senator from Missouri sug
gested, in private conversation with the 
able and distinguished Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON] and myself, 
that we wanted the work of the sub
committee to be of some value in stir
ring up the administration and the 
people of America to strive for an ade
quate national defense, and for that rea
son the report ought not to be filed until 
after the then pending election of 1956. 
The Senator from Missouri was the one 
who advanced that idea originally, and 
insisted to the Senator from Washing
ton and myself that we should adopt 
that policy. A13 a result we postponed 
filing the report of the subcommittee in 
order that we might not be charged with 
attempting to obtain supposedly parti
san advantage by reason of it, and in 
the hope that it would be received in 
the same manner in which it had been 
made, as a dispassionate and impartial 
appraisal of the state of our Air Force 
at that time and 1ts probable future 
state unless efforts to strengthen it were 
.stepped up. 

A13 a result of that suggestion of the . 
able and distinguished Senator from 
~ouri the majority of the subcom
mittee postponed filing the report until 
after the election was over. In view of 
that fact, 1t seems rather strange to me 
to hear charges tha~ the Senator from 
Missouri is actuated by any partisan 
motives in seeing that we have an ade
quate national defense. 

I wish all the people of America 
eould have had the opportunity to learn 
what I knew about the Senator's atti
tude a.t that time, when he insisted that 
we should postpone the filing of that re
port until after the election, in order 
that it might be considered in a dispas
sionate manner by the administration 
and by the people. But unfortunately 
for the present state of security of the 
American people, when that report was 
filed it was dismissed as being a mere 
expression of opinion of a bunch of pes
simistic partisans. If that report had 
been heeded by the administration, as it 
should have been heeded, we would be in 
a far more secure position in the world 
t.od.ay. 

I think the Senator from Missouri has 
rendered and is rendering a distin
guished contribution to the American 
people in insisting that the national de
fense be made adequate. I am con
vinced, by reason of my service with hiril 
on that subcommittee and the opportu
nities I had to observe his attitude, that 
his zeal in this cause arises out of the 
devotion which he entertains for his 
Nation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
am most grateful to my able friend the 
senior Senator from North Carolina.. 
He and the senator from Washington 
£Mr. JACKSON] a.nd I spent many days, 
many weeks, and many months in · the 
effort to present this story to the Ameri
can people. 

I disagree with only one thing the Sen
ator said. I am sure that all three of 
us together decided that we should with
hold the report until after the election, 
so that no politics would be involved in 
it. 

Let me add, as I mentioned on the floor 
earlier today, that, thanks to the work of 
the Senator from Washington, the Sena
tor from North Carolina, and the great 
counsel of the committee, that report is 
a "bible" as to what was needed for our 
security. 

Nevertheless, for reasons best known 
to themselves, those who are now cry
ing politics about the defense issue re
fused to sign the report and dismiss it, 
as the able and scholarly Senator from 
North Carolina has said, as a political 
document. I can only say ·that if a 
fraction of what we had recommended 
had been done, as a result .of the hear
ings, when the report came out 3 years 
ago, we would not need to have this dis
cussion on the floor of the Senate today. 

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. I agree with the Senator from 
Missouri that the Senator from Wash
ington and I concurred in the postpone
ment, but the suggestion for the post
ponement, so as to avoid any implica
tions of bipartisanship, was made by the 
able and distinguished Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am very grate
ful to my friend. If there was any "sale" 
involved, it was a very "soft sell." 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I wish to ex
press my appreciation to the able and 
distinguished Senator from Missouri for 
his service to the American people in 
alerting them to the grave danger con
fronting the country. 

The people of the United States are 
very fortunate in having in the Senate 
a Member who has served in the execu
tive branch of the Government, in the 
Defense Department, and who is con
versant with these problems from the 
executive standpoint as w~ll as from the 
legislative point of view. 

I was grateful also to note the pres
ence in the Chamber of the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN], chairman of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, who listened and .ex
pressed his approval of. the great mes
sage of the distinguished Senator from 
Missourl Like the distinguished Sena
tor from Missouri, the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico has also been a 
Cabinet officer, and has had executive 
experience in matters of grave concern 
to the Nation. 

Referring to the statement of the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri, I pref
ace my question with these three sen
tences from his statement: 

The executive branch has the right to 
classify and declasstty information incident 
to our defenses. However, 1t does not have 
the right to glve Jnformatlon 1n secret to the 
Congress which &bows the mJssUe gap ls 
widening 1n favor of the Sovieta-a.nd at the 
same time 1ntorm the pubUe that the gap is 
narrowing. 

That 1s what was done this year; and that 
1S one o! the primary reasons !or the pres-
ent confusion. · · 

I desire to ask the distinguished Sen
ator fr-om Missouri whether or not, when 
tne administration issued a public state
ment within the past 10 days critical of 
the military personnel testifying before 
the Senate Military Preparedness Sub
committee, such criticism implied a 
threat to those military officers who ap
peared and testified before the Senate 
committee investigating these matters. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It would seem so 
tome. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Is not such an 
.implied threat to the military personnel 
who testify before the legislative branch 
()f the Government, a coordinate branch 
with the executive branch of the Gov
ernment, with its power of promotion, a 
dissservice to the country? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would say that 
it certainly would be, inasmuch as these 
are able men under oath. If they as ex
perts do not give us their opinion, it is a 
very unfortunate situation indeed. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Again I wish 
to thank the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri for the service he is rendering 
to the American people. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I em very grate
ful to my friend from Texas. It is a 
privilege to serve with him. He is one 
of the most able Members of the Sen
ate. I thank him for what he has said. 

Before yielding the floor I wish to 
thank my aple colleague from Indiana., 
who planned to talk before I took the 
floor. I appreciate his patience and 
courtesy. I had no idea that there would 
be this interest shown in the subject 
I discussed. If I have in any way in
convenienced him, I hope to have the 
opportunity to make it up to him. . 

Mr. HARTKE. I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
that not alone has he been of great serv
ice to the country, but I believe what 
he has said has been a very enlightening 
discussion. He has brought facts to the 
American people, and I think the people 
are entitled to those facts, and not to 
the emotional appeals for complacency 
and sleepiness in this time, when many 
people are going full tilt as fast as they 
can go. 

I congratulate the Senator on his fine 
statement and the excellent way in 
which he has answered the various ques
tions that were put to him. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am grateful to 
the Senator from Indiana. I yield the 
floor. 

USE OF SO-CALLED HAIFA CLAUSE 
BY NAVY MILITARY SEA TRANS
PORTATION SERVICE 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this 

morning the newspapers announced 
"Navy Ends Clause Tied to Arab Ba.n.• 

This involves the use by the Navy's 
Military Sea Transportation Service of 
the so-called Haifa clause, which barred 
any vessel which had stopped at an 
Israeli port from being utilized in the 
MSTS. 

Adlnirat Gano, who !s the d1st1n
guished commander of the MSTS, was in 
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to see me this morning, and brought me 
a memorandum which I a.sk unani
mous consent to have made a part of 
my remarks, and which terminated the 
use of this clause. 

There being no objection, the mem
orandum was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD. as follows: 
USE OF THE So-CALLED HAIFA CLAUSE BY '1'HB 

NAVY'S MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERV• 
ICE-MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR JAvrrS 
1. Issue: Recently in newspaper editorials 

and news comments and in correspondence 
addressed to the White House, to the Secre
tary of Defense, to the Secretary Oif the Navy 
and to Members of Congress, there has been 
a condemna.tion of the use by the Military 
Sea Transportation Service (MSTS) of what 
1s known as the Haifa clause. Bills have 
been introduced in Congress to prohibit its 
use in Government contracts. Critical 
comments range from tlie accusation that 
the clause constitutes a boycott by the Gov
ernment of ships that have traded with 
Israel to the allegation that the Govern
ment, by its use of the clause, is recognizing 
officially the Arab boycott or is supinely ac
commodating ttsel:t: ·to such a boycott. 

2. The Haifa clause: The standa.rd clause 
used in MSTS contrac·ts for tankers call1ng 
at Persian Gulf ports is: 

.. (a) In event the vessel is prevented from 
loading or discharging in any port by the lo
ca.l authorities because of the vessel having 
previously traded with Israel, the charterer 
shall have the option: · 

" ( 1) To cancel the charter as of the date 
loading is refused or a.fter discharge at an
other port. 

"(2) To require the substitution of an
other v-essel of simllar size, class, condition 
af tanks or cargo holds, and in a s1milar 
posttion. 

.. ( 3) To nominate other loading or dis
charging po:rit or ports. 

••Expenses incurred by the cluu:terer in ex
ercising an option sh.ali be for the account of 
the owner ... 

8. Background: This clause has been used 
1n appropriate MSTS charters since the 
spring o:t: 1958. lt was adopted only a.fter 
considerable discussion within MSTS and 
wl:th the tanker industry and after rejection 
of several suggested alternatives. The im
mediate spur to the institution of its use 
was the National Peace incident in Decem
ber 1957. The National Peace had been 
chartered by MSTS to carry Navy special fuel 
oil from Ras Tanura, Saudi Arabia, to Ma
nlla. Port officials at Ras Tanura discovered 
that the vessel had previously, under the 
name of SS Memory, traded with Israel; they 
refused to permit the vessel to load. After 
some time, when tt became quite obvious 
that the vessel would not be able to perform 
her contract, MSTS was forced to cancel 
and charter anOither vessel to fulfill this op
erational. requirement. The vessel owners 
claimed damages from MSTS in the amount 
of $160,000 and, upon disallowance of th1s 
claim, sued in the Federal .courts. This suit 
1s pending. 

4. What the clause does: By law, with or 
without the clause, a voyage charterer may 
cancel the contract in a situation wherein 
the owner 1s unable to present his ship ready. 
and able to perform the voyage for which he 
contracted. For that reason, inab111ty on the 
part of a ship to enter the specified port and 
load the cargo due to a boycott (just or un
just) works great financial hardship on the 
shipowner. It also results in financial loss 
to the cargo owner, who must continue to 
store and care for the cargo and position an
other ship. Where vital military cargo such 
as aviation fuel is concerned, a substantial 
delay in delivery also presents serious prob
lems in the maintenance of the defense pos
ture. The clause used by MSTS is not con-
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s1dered by shipowners aa any more severe 
than a charter without the clause. However, 
1t puts shipowners on notice that· ah1p8 tha~ 
have traded With Israel may not be permitted 
by eerta.in countries to come into their ports. 
It spells out the options that the Govern
ment may pursue in such a situation. It 
1s thus of some assistance to the Govern
ment in preventing offerings of ships that 
would be unable to load important cargoes of 
petroleum products. It is of help to those 
shipowners who might unknoWingly under
take a service they cannot perform. 

6. What the clause does not do: Contrary 
to the various expressions of public concern, 
the clause does not: 

(a) Preclude any vessel owner from bid
ding on a Government charter. Any owner 
of a vessel that has traded with Israel and 
who is prepared to take the calculated risk 
may offer his ship. 

(b) Assist any boycott in any manner. 
The test of this statement is simple: Elimi
nation of the clause would not change by 
one iota the posture of the boycott or the 
status of any vessel offered to MSTS. Its 
elimination would not enable any vessel to 
get into any port otherwise barred to it. 
Its elimination would not enable any vessel 
to perform that could not otherWise per
form. 

(c) Require a vessel owner to ch~ose be
tween serving Arab countries or Israel. 
(Such an allegation has been made.) The 
clause does not forbid trading With IsraeL 
It cautions owners who have previously made 
a choice to trade With Israel of the risk of 
Arab boycott. 

6. The clause was adopted with no inten
tion to give support to any political boycott. 
It was deemed advantageous to both the Gov
ernment and shipowners. However, MSTS 
can accomplish its mission without using the 
clause. Inasmuch as it has been mistakenly 
construed as providing some solace to the 
Arab boycott imposed on persons trading 
with Israel, the Navy Will discontinue its use. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 
like to invite the attention of Senators 
to the concluding paragraph of the state
ment: 

The clause was adopted with no intention 
to give support to any political boycott. It 
was deemed advantageous to both the Gov
ernment and shipowners. However, MSTS 
can accomplish its mission without using 
the clause. Inasmuch as it has been mis
takenly construed as providing some solace 
to the Arab boycott imposed on persons trad
ing with Israel, the Navy will discontinue its 
use. 

Mr. President, I hail the Navy for this 
decision. I think it is in the fine Amer
ican tradition. I am delighted tha.t this 
has been done. I point out again that 
the admiral informs me that by the mere 
way in which bidding is called for, the 
Navy can completely protect itself with
out the use of this clause, which does 
give implications with respect to the Arab 
boycott, to which the Navy should not 
be subject. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks an 
article on this subject from today's issue 
of the New York Times. 

There being no objection, the article · 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD. 
as follows: 
NAVY ENDs CLA11SJ: TIED TO ARAB BAN-DRoPS 

On. CARGO CoNTRAcrs PROVISO HELD To 
SUPPORT '1'BE BOYCO'IT OF IsRAEl. 

(By Jack Raymond~ 
WASHINGTON', February 18.-The Navy Je 

withdrawing !rom Its on-cargo shipping con-

tracts a protested clause that seemed to sup.. 
port the Arab boycott of IsraeL 

The clause has been part of a standard 
contract of the Mllltary Sea Transportation 
Service. It warns of certa.in. U.s. "options,. 
should the Arabs refuse to accommodate ves
sels that previously did business with Israel.' 

In effect, the clause--known as the Haifa 
clause in shipping circles--seemed to fore
close any Navy oil cargo shipping contract 
to U.S. shippers engaged in business with 
Israel. 

A number of protests followed publication 
of a report January 21 that the Navy had 
been using the contract !or nearly 2 years. 

STATEMENT FOR CONGRESS 
In a statement prepared for delivery to 

Congress tomorrow, the Navy takes note of 
the protests, explains the background of the 
form of contract, and stresses that it did not 
intend to aid · the Arab boycott. 

The statement concludes as follows: 
.. The clause was adopted with no intention 

to give support to any political boycott. 
It was deemed advantageous to both the 
Government and shipowners. However. 
Mil1tary Sea Transportation Service can ac
compUsh its mission without using the 
clause. 

..Inasmuch as it has been mistakenly con
strued as providing some solace to the Arab 
boycott imposed on persons trading with 
Israel, the Navy will discontinue its use." 

Vice Adm. Roy A. Gano; commander of the 
Navy's Mlllta.ry Sea Transportation Service, 1s 
scheduled to deliver the memorandum to
morrow to several Senators and Representa
tives who have made inqUiries regarding the 
use of the Haifa clause. 

The standard clause to which exception 
has been taken, reads as follows: 

"A. ln event the vessel is prevented from 
loading or discharging in any port by the 1 
local authorities because of the vessel having 
previously traded with Israel, the charterer 
shall have the option-

"(1) To cancel the charter as of the date 
loading 1s refused or after discharge at an- · 
other port. 

"(2) To require the substitution of an
other vessel o:t: s1m1lar size, class, condition 
o:t: tanks or cargo holds, and 1n a similar 
position. 

"(3) To nominate other loading or dis
charging port or ports. 

"Expenses incurred by the charterer in ex
ercising an option shall be for the account of 
the owner." 

The Navy statement notes that this clause 
was adopted in the spring of 1958 after "con
siderable discussionN between Navy officials 
and the tanker industry and "a.fter the. rejec
tion of several suggested alternatives." 

According to the explanation, the inclusion 
o:t: the clause was prompted by the refusal 
o:t: port officials at Ras Tanura, Saudi Arabia, 
to permit the loading of a vessel, the National 
Peace. en route to Manlla. The National 
Peace had previously, under the name SS 
Memory, traded with Israel. 

When it appeared that the vessel would not 
be able to ful:fill the contract, the Navy 
canceled it and chartered another ship. The 
vessel's owners claimed damages of $160,000. 
When the Navy refused to pay, the oWn.ers 
sued in the Federal courts. The suit is 
pending. 

The Navy contends in its statement that 
the Haifa clause has served a useful purpose 
for the Government "in preventing offerings 
o:t: ships that it would be unable to load im
portant cargoes of petroleum products." 

The memorandum insists that the clause 
does not "assist any boycott in any manner." 

"The test. of this statement 1s simple: 
e11mine.tion of the .clause would not change 
by one iota the posture of the boycott or the 
status of any vessel offered to MSTS," 1t de
clares. "Its elimination would not enable 
any vessel to get into any port otherwise 
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barred to it. Its eltmtnatlon would not en• 
able any vessel to perform that could not 
otherwise perform." 

Senator CLIFFORD P. CASE, Republlcan, of 
New Jersey, commented: 

"As one who protested against the Navy 
Department's discriminatory policy 1n its oll 
shipping contracts, I warmly applaud the 
Navy's decision today to diScontinue the use 
of its cancellation clause in future contracts. 

"I hope the public protests which greeted 
revelation of this now discontinued practice 
will serve as notice to other Government 
agencies. The American public does not be
lieve a U.S. Government agency should 
knuckle under to any form of international 
blackmail." 

LEASING OF PORTION OF FORT 
CROWDER, MO. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 8315) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to lease a portion 
of Fort Crowder, Mo., to Stella Reor
ganized Schools R-I, Missouri. 
· Mr. HARTKE obtained the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Indiana yield to 
me for a question? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ENGLE in the chair). Will the Senator 
from Indiana yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. HARTKE. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Previously I 

had asked the Senator from Indiana to 
yield to me for a few minutes to make 
a statement. I understand that he has 
an engagement which will require him 
to make his remarks and then yield the 
fioor to keep his engagement. There
fore I shall not try to make my statement 
at this time, but will make it just as 
soon as I have an opportunity to do so. 

Mr. HARTKE. I thank my distin
guished friend from Massachusetts for 
indulging me. 

Mr. President, much is being said 
these days about "rights." We hear 
about civil rights, States rights, voting 
rights. 

In the final analysis, when the oratory 
is finished and the votes tabulated here, 
the Senate will be asked to legislate hu
man rights. The overriding issue in this 
entire controversy is whether or not it is 
an American right-a human right-for 
every man to have a voice in his gov
ernment. 

We are taught in school in "the Ameri
can's Creed" that the powers of our coun
try are justly derived from the governed. 
To suppose that our powers are derived 
from only certain classes of citizens and 
to suppose that all other classes of citi
zens have no such rights is foreign to the 
idea of democracy. 

Our envoys to the peace tables of the 
world, among the various defense organi· 
zations to which we belong, at the United 
Nations, everywhere that we represent 
the prevail1ng view of free men in a world 
divided between freedom and tyranny, 
preach the rights of men-among 
them the right to vote. Our noblest doc
uments-the Constitution, the Declara
tion of Independence, the U.N. Charter, 
among others-declare the inallenable 
rights of all men. 

Yet we would be less than honest if 
we did not agree now that all Americans 
do not have all of the rights and privi
leges of citizenship which we h~ve long 
ago agreed truly belong to all citizens. 

I wonder what would be the position 
of the Members of the Senate if we pro
posed, for instance, that all Negroes be 
denied the right to vote or hold office or 
live in houses with decent plumbing. 
What would be our position if it were 
proposed that all Catholics be denied 
the right to vote or hold certain offices? 
What if we were faced with a bill to 
deny Jews certain privileges and rights? 
Or if we were to vote on whether to deny 
certain rights and privileges to persons 
of German ancestry? To any class or 
religion or color or to those of any na
tional origin? 

How, then, can we in good conscience 
sit idly by and allow certain classes of 
Americans to be denied these same 
rights? To ignore the state of voting 
rights and other rights of American citi
zens is almost as though this body were 
to pass a bill denying Negroes their 
rights in certain parts of the country. 

In 1957 Congress passed the first civil 
rights bill since 1875. This bill created 
a Commission on Civil Rights empow
ered to investigate, study, appraise, and 
make findings and recommendations. 
The recommendations of this Commis
sion are among the many suggestions 
we are considering. There are many 
sincere and dedicated men in this Sen
ate who will take exception to these 
recommendations. But the clear, cold 
facts assembled by this Commission 
cannot be refuted. 

Some of the findings indict localities, 
some indict States, some indict sections 
of the country. The findings are not 
pretty. They tell a sordid story of 
bigotry and personal prejudice. 

They show that there is discrimina
tion in voting, in housing, in education, 
in employment. They show northern 
discrimination, eastern discrimination, 
western discrimination, and southern 
discrimination. They show that Mexi
cans, Indians, orientals, Jews, Puerto 
Ricans, and Negroes all feel the lash of 
discrimination in various ways and to 
various degrees. 

America has, indeed, a. long way to go 
to become what it avows it is-the land 
of liberty, one Nation indivisible with 
liberty and justice for all. 

But this is largely because America is 
populated by mortal men. We mortals 
have prejudices, blind prejudices.. Some 
of us are prejudiced because of fear, 
some by history, some by habit. 

Thus, the problems of whom we want 
as our neighbors, what church we at· 
tend, those with whom we associate, in· 
deed, those with whom we would have 
our sons and daughters marry, all these 
are our personal problems and some of 
us will apply to them blind prejudice 
and some will not. This does not make 
it right. But it also may not mean that 
the solution Ues in some government in
tervention. 

On the other hand, government must 
take a stand for what it espouses. When 

.Adolf Hitler came to power in Germany, 
he struck at political thinking first. 
Then he struck at Jews, and, to some ex
tent, Catholics. Discrimination was first 
officially winked at, later encouraged, and 
finally made the law of the land. 

So it is with Soviet Russia and other 
Communist countries. Party member
ship is exclusive. The right to vote is 
limited to these members. Civil liber
ties are largely unknown. Outright bans 
are enforced against certain churches. 

These, too, .began from a less annoy
ing, less widespread condoning by gov
ernment of the abridgment of liberty. 
Today they are government sponsored. 
The yoke of oppression applied by the 
Soviets, in particular, to residents of 
satellite countries is well known. 

Thus the story of tyranny is written. 
The difference between the Germany 

of the 1930's and 1940's and the West 
Germany of 1960 is that today the 
desecrations of synagogues and other 
acts of destruction and vandalism are 
not alone simply not tolerated by gov
ernment, they are condemned and the 
perpetrators are punished. 

So must we act to see that those who 
desecrate and plunder and bomb are 
punished. But this is not enough. We 
also must not by inaction allow discrimi
nation to continue spreading poison 
among our citizens and denying to so 
many thousands the blessings which be
long to all Americans. We must, 
through education and by law when nec
essary, insure first-class citizenship for 
all Americans. Nothing less will satisfy 
me. For, as I said at the outset, human 
rights which are supposedly insured for 
all Americans must be insured for all 
Americans, by law if need be. We have 
no more precious rights in this country. 

In no area of this problem is the need 
more desperate and more deserving than 
in the field of voting. In no area of this 
problem is the role of the Federal Gov
ernment more. clear cut. 

Yet, here we are in the year 1960, 
nearly 100 years after the Civil War, 
nearly a century after the Emancipation 
Proclamation, debating whether all 
Americans should be allowed to vote. It 
iS a blot upon our entire Nation. 

In one State the voting-age popula
tion is 20.5 percent nonwhite. Yet, 11.4 
percent of the registered voters are non
white. In another State, only 9.1 per
cent of those registered are nonwhite, 
while 20.1 percent . of the voting-age 
population is nonwhite. Figures for a 
third State show only 12.5 percent of the 
registered are nonwhite compared to 28.6 
percent nonwhite among voting-age per
sons. A fourth State shows 13.8 percent 
nonwhite among registrants and 30.3 
percent nonwhite persons of voting age. 
other States are as bad or worse. In one 
State, unofficial figures show fewer than 
4 percent of the nonwhite population 
registered while nonwhite comprise 41 
percent of the voting-age population. 

The Civil Rights Commission has said 
that apathy, lack of education, and un· 
coerced hesitancy do not account for all 
this. In the South 16 counties which, 
according to the last census, had a ma-
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jority of nonwhites in their population.. 
had absolutely no nonwhites eligible to 
vote. Forty-nine other counties· with 
Negro population majorities had few.e:t 
than 5 percent Negro registrants .. · · 

Sworn statements of threats and coer
cions, even among war veterans who 
theoretically fought for the right to vote 
in this country and elsewhere, are con
tained in the Commission's report. We 
have all read also of registrars quitting 
rather than to allow a Negro to register. 

It is clear that in the field of voting 
discrimination is practiced. This dis
crimination in the field of voting is 
chiefly in the South and is chiefly di
rected against Negroes. Denying the 
right to vote to anyone because of his 
race, for instance, violates the Federal 
Constitution insofar as it denies the in
dividual 'the right to vote for U.S. ReP
resentatives and Senators. This fact is 
grounded in several decisions of the Su
preme Court, dating back, I might add, 
for several generations. 

Generations ago we were exposed to 
those who would deny residence, jo}Js, 
and the right to worship and vote to 
certain religious groups. In earlier days 

· Catholics, Quakers, and Jews were de
nied the right to vote and hold oftlce in 
whole States. We have eliminated the 
barriers to voting and the holding of 
o:mce against these groups of Americans 
because such barriers were wrong and 
because democratic government could do 
no less. Today the theory of universal 
suffrage continues to be challenged. 
Today we can do no less for the dis
franchised racial elements of America 
as we have previously done for the dis
franchised religious elements. · 

The Reverend Father Theodore M. 
Hesburgh, president of the University of 
Notre Dame, in my own State of Indiana, 
and a distinguished and able member of 
the Civil Rights Commission, has writ
ten an eloquent and moving statement 
on human rights. I would like to quote 
excerpts from Father Hesburgh: 

As I read American history, the unfolding 
story of our Nation centers about the often 
agonizing attempt to achieve the fullness of 
human dignity through the ever-widening 
application of that equality of opportunity 
which has best characterized America. 1n the 
family of nations. Deep and often dark 
emotions have been aroused by the discus
sion of integration and segregation, but any
one who really understands the majesty of 
the American dream cannot fall to see 1n 
our history that equality of opportunity for 
all men has been our most valid response to 
the inherent and God~given dignity of every 
human person. 

Father Hesburgh continued to say that 
human dignity in America will grow and 
America will become richer for it when 
all Americans have equal opportunity to 
be educated to the full extent of their 
talents, equal opportunity to work to the 
fullness of their ability and wishes, equal 
opportunity to live in decent housing and 
wholesome neighborhoods, and "equal 
opportunity to participate in the body 
politic through free and universal exer
cise of the franchise." 

He pointed out that there is no sectton 
of this land where all of these opportu-

nities apply to all Americans. In some 
areas, none exists for nonwhite Ameri
cans. 

Deprive any white man of these four 
)opportunities, and he will fail. Yet, 
those who would deprive a nonwhite of 
these 'basic opportunities often do so un
der the guise that the white is basically 
superior to the nonwhite. 

No American can escape participation 
in the struggle for basic human rights. 
We who are in Congress are in the fore
front of this struggle. 

.Some of our colleagues will argue that 
we must pass a bill in order that the 
world will know that we are ready to im
plement our democracy. This is im
portant. 

But I feel that we must do it, not alone 
to demonstrate democracy to the world, 
but more important to dedicate it to our
selves. We must be honest with our
selves. 

As Shakespeare wrote: 
To thine own self be true. Thou canst not 

then be false to any man. 

If the American dream is to be a re
ality, we must proclaim for ourselves as 
well as the rest of the world that we be
lieve in democracy. This faith must be 
nailed down by law which insures that 
no chicanery, subterfuge, threats, coer
cion, or intimidation will keep us from 
practicing the principle of universal suf
ferage. 

From this cornerstone we will build an 
even greater America. From this cor
nerstone we will go on, and eventually 
solve the problems of the other three 
basic equalities. 

Federal law and policy must lead the 
way so that States, cities, counties, towns, 
and individual Americans will be guided 
by the basic principles of freedom and 
equality which we here propound and in
sure for all Americans. 

Laws and policies, indeed, do not solve 
all problems. We surely cannot legislate 
tolerance, intelligence, compassion, and 
understanding. But, by so defining in 
clear terms the goals and standards of 
the greatest democracy in the world, 
Federal law and policies will show the 
way to all Americans, and thereby to the 
entire world. 

I hope that when the debate has sub
sided and the votes taken, we will have 
pointed the way to equality of opportu
nity, to fulfillment of the American 
dream and to first-class citizenship for 
all Americans. I hope we will have up
held human rights and human dignity, 
for ourselves as well as those among us 
who still feel this lash of discrimination. 

THE STATUS OF OUR NATIONAL 
DEFENSE 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that th~ order 
f-or the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I wish to make a brief statement on the 
subject of the discussion led earlier by 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYM
INGTON]. 

Mr. President, I would not want the 
discussion this morning to be concluded 
without my making a very brief state
ment. This is not the occasion to make 
a long statement of our Nation's over
all defensive strength today. 

What all of us want is to have suffi
cient defensive strength so that no na
tion will dare to attack us. 

All the witnesses who appeared before 
our committee, both those in uniform 
and the civilian leaders of the various 
services, including the Secretary of De
fense and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Sta:ff, said the United States is 
stronger today than any other nation, 
so that no other nation would dare to 
attack us. What we want to do is to 
maintain that strength now and in the · 
years to come. · 

Certainly there is no intention on the 
part of the President of the United states 
or any of the officials in the Pentagon 
to mislead the citizens or Members of 
Congress as to the military strength we 
have or as to the military strength we 
should have in the future. Certainly, 
there is no intent, as the President of 
the United States has said with great 
emphasis, to put budget balancing above 
the national security. 

Most of the debate today related to 
the number of missiles we have and the 
development of missiles. 

Today our strength is based on a mix 
of weapons-using that term in its broad 
sense. We have a very strong superior
ity of B-52 long-range bombers. As was 
brought out in the debate today, one 
B-52 can carry greater destructive 
power than thB~t of all the bombs the 
allies dropped during the Second World 
War. Today the B-52 can carry several 
times the destructive power than an 
ICBM can carry. Today we are receiv
ing our first operational Hound Dog air
to-ground missiles, which, attached to 
the B-52, can be launched many miles 
away from the target. 

Then we have our various missiles 
that are building up. Today, we have a 
few Atlas ICBM's in operation at Van
denberg Air Force Base, Calif. We 
are building other Atlas ICBM bases. 

We have the Titan ICBM coming 
along; and we hope within 2 or 3 years 
to have the Minuteman ICBM, which 
uses a solid fuel, which makes it a much 

· more advanced missile, designed for 
launching from mobile bases. 

So today we have that superiority of 
B-52's; we have both IRBM and ICBM 
missiles operational; and we have fur
ther advanced missiles developing. 

But we have something else; we have 
the aircraft carriers-a number of them. 
We are told that there are some 275 
planes that can be based on aircraft 
carriers. These attack aircraft are ca
pable of delivering a strategic load over 
a distance of over 1,000 miles. So that 
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is an additional part of our -"mix" of 
weapons systems-the aircraft carriers, 
which move around the seas as mobile 
bases. 

In addition, we have the Polaris sub
marine-one of our latest and most 
formidable weapons. We shall have at 
least one, and possibly two, in inventory 
with missiles in 1960. Last year and the 
year before we authorized the building 
of nine Polaris submarines and long lead
time items for three more. In the 1961 
budget there are requested funds to build 
Polaris submarines Nos. 10, 11, and 12, 
and funds for long leadtime items for 
three more. 

These Polaris submarines have nuclear 
power and great mobility and the ability 
to let go an ffiBM from under water. So' 
that is another part of our "mix" of our 
weapons systems-the Navy and the Air 
Force. 

Today an argument was made about 
the power of thrust. If I correctly un
derstand the situation, the Russians un
doubtedly have more thrust than we 
have: in other words, they can put a big
ger payload up into space. But what we 
want to do is put into the end of a mis
sile a payload with sumcient destructive 
power, so that if it were used, it would 
cause so much damage that any persons 
who might wish to start anything against 
us will be deterred. The important thing 
is a sufficient playload to do the job, so 
that no country will want to attack us. 

There have been references to an air
borne alert. Today we have a ground 
alert, as was brought out in the debate. 
Moreover, today we have in the budget 
appropriations for an on-the-shelf or 
standby airborne alert. Are they 
enough? If they are not, the President, 
under the present defense appropriations 
law for 1960 and under the 1961 budget, 
if we adopt similar provisions, has the 
authority, under section 612 (a) and (b), 
to establish an airborne alert and to 
spend whatever money is necessary to 
develop and maintain it, even though it 
has not been appropriated for in ad
vance. This is similar to provisions of 
the general statutes that permit the 
Army, the Air Force, and the Navy to 
purchase food and other items for sub
sistence-whatever they need--even 
though the money is not in the budget, 
and· have the President later request the 
money from Congress. 

So the President can establish an air
borne alert, according to his discretion: 
Congress can require an airborne alert 
in the budget, but Congress cannot re
quire the President or the Department of 
Defense to spend that money unless he 
so desires. Today he does have that 
power, discretionary authority, under the 
law anyway. 

General Power-whom I respect, and 
who quite rightly, as the head of the 
Strategic Air Command of the Air 
Force, must look at the situation from 
the viewpoint of his own responsibility
says we need a continuous airborne 
alert, and that, without such an alert, 
with 300 missiles the Russians or any 
other nation could theoretically destroy 
our SAC bases within a very few minutes. 

Let me put the matter in the form of 
a question: Is it theoretically possible or 
is it practically realistic for us to believe 
that today any nation has sumcient mis
sile bases so it can throw 300 ballistic 
missiles on the United States in less 
than 30 minutes, without our getting 
some warning? 

What General Power says may be 
theoretically possible in the future. 
What General Power says is not, in my 
opinion, practically a problem which we 
have to face at the moment. 

Congress has the budget before it. 
We had a long and interesting debate 
today. I did not agree with a great deal 
that was said in the course of that de
bate. But Congress still has the budget 
before it; and the budget is being con
sidered by the House committee and by 
the Senate committee, which are holding 
hearings on the amounts of the budget 
which shall be made available to the 
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. 

We certainly should go into these 
questions with the greatest care. 

I should like to leave this thought with 
the Senate: Today everyone--either in 
uniform or out of it--says we are the 
strongest nation in the world. Today 
we have this mix of weapons that gives 
us such great strength. We want to 
build on that strength in the next 3 
years, so we shall continue our superi
ority the next year and the year after. 

There may be some differences of 
opinion; but certainly the President of 
the United States, the Secretary of De-. 
fense, and all the ofncials in the Pen
tagon will do their utmost to see that 
we have that strength and that we are 
developing it for the years to come; and 
certainly there is no intention on the 
part of anyone to mislead any Member of 
Congress or to mislead the people, our 
constituents. 

I hope that, in thinking over the long 
debate which took place earlier today 
and in thinking oi the problem of mis
siles, which we debated at length then, 
we will remember our tremendous 
strength through the mix of weapons 
and the conscientious effort of those in 
responsible positions today who see to 
it that we maintain that strength and 
that effort in the days to come. 

I wish to leave that thought with the 
Senate as my contribution to the debate 
on our defense. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
wish to express my commendation to 
the Senator from Massachusetts for the 
attitude and the fairness he has shown 
today, and which he has consistently 
shown. 

I also wish to commend the distin
guished junior Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. SYMINGTON] for the fairness and 
frankness with' which he discussed his 
position on the question of our defenses 
at the present time. 

I noticed that on at least three occa
sions the Senator from Massachusetts 
said there is no dispute as to our strength 
at the moment or for this year. I would 
point out that the Senator from Mis
souri agrees with the Senator from Mas
sachusetts; and I express the hope that 

following the debate had today in the 
Senate-which I think has been quite 
comprehensive, and has been carried on 
on a very high plane, and with mutual 
respect to both sides--on the coming 
Sunday the President will make a con
tribution to this subject, so that the 
confusion and the fog which have 
shrouded this question in this body, in 
the administration, in the Defense 
Establishment, and among the people of 
the country, will to the greatest possible 
extent be cleared away-because, as I 
said last Monday, if anything happens 
to us, we shall not be asked whether we 
are Democrats or Republicans; all of us 
will be in that situation together. 

So I thank the Senator from Massa
chusetts, as well as the Senator from 
Missouri, for making this fine contribu
tion to the subject. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator. Like him, I will listen to the 
speech of the President at 6 o'clock Sun
day evening. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 12 
O'CLOCK NOON ON MONDAY, NO
TICE OF POSSmLE EVENING SES
SIONS NEXT WEEK, AND NOTICE 
OF SATURDAY SESSION NEXT 
WEEK 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I announce for the information of 
the Senate that we do not plan to hold a 
session of the Senate tomorrow, Sat
urday. No notice has been given that 
there would be. a session, and many Sen-· 
atqrs have made other plans. Those who 
do not expect to be out of town have had 
a rather long week, and expect to be oc
cupied in their omces tomorrow. There
fore, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its deliberations 
today, it stand in recess until 12 o'clock 
noon on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, it is customary that Washington's 
Farewell Address be read on his birthday, 
and I announce that the distinguished 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss] will read 
the address on Monday, February 22. 

Following the reading of the Fare
well Address, we will return to the dis
cussion of the pending business. 

I should like all Senators to be on 
notice that we may have evening ses
sions next week, including rollcalls, and 
that we expect to have a Saturday session 
next week. 

LEASING OF PORTION OF FORT 
CROWDER, MO. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 8315) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to lease a portion 
of Fort Crowder, Mo., to Stella Reor
ganized Schools R-I, Missouri. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I have been in 
Congress 27 years. The Senate now is 
proceeding in irresponsible disorder such· 
as I have never seen before. 

The objective of this disorderly pro
cedure is to enact a so-called civil rights 
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law vitally affecting the lives of mill~o~ The.re. is reason to suspect that the eral court, and as a criminal for a Fed-
of people by legislative rider. provisions of this amendment were eral offense for what essentially would be 

This would bypass all committee de:- drafted in the Department of Justice, the same act? 
liberation . in the Senate, and probably by directiQn of tne Attorney General. Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I believe the . 
limit House of Representatives consid.. I appeal to Members of the Senate to Senator from North Carolina is correct. 
eration to a conference report. read carefully section 201 of the amend- Let me say I _ think the Senator from 

As a senate committee chairman, I ment. It begins on line 5 of the first North Carolina made one of the most. 
know such procedure produces bad legis.. page and runs through line 24 on page 2. masterly and able addresses I have ever 
lation. The Senate leadership, on both It would add a new section to the heard in my long experience in the 'Q'.S . . 
sides, has taken this position. repeatedly United States Criminal Code. It would Senate on this subject. 
in the past, except for civil rights. create a new Federal crime to fit those To continue to quote the Senator from 

As usual with so-called civil rights leg- who oppose F~eral court orders in local North Carolina: 
islation, deliberate effort again has been school cases. It is not necessary to make the impeding 
made to avoid longstanding rules of the Now those who resist Federal court of a Federal court decree a crime. An act 
Senate for orderly consideration of legis-. school orders may be found in contempt of that character is already punishable as 
lation. of the court, but, convicted in Federal a contempt of court. 

Scores of bills and amendments are court under this amendment, they would But if it were wise to make resistance to 
be felons. a decree of a Federal court a crime--for the 

·being hurled from all directions. Two fi t tim · hi to th 1 t th t ff t Legalistic quibbling over such words as rs e In 8 ry- e aw 0 a e ec Senators from a single State have intro- should be directed at resistance to an de-
duced nearly 50 proposals. "corruptly," "willfully," "endeavors," and crees of Federal courts. 

No so-called civil rights bill has been so forth, appearing in the section is use- If it is iniquitous to resist one type of 
reported by any senate committee. We less. This is a political amendment. decree of Federal courts, it is iniquitous to 
do not have the benefit of committee ex- For this reason my discussion goes to resist all types of decree of Federal courts. 
planation, section-by-section analysis, or practical application and effect. The I shall now move on to the next sec
minority views. practical application and effect of this tion of this administration amendment, 

Parliamentary chaos is to be expected. section 201 is to prohibit any opposition but I expect to have more to say about 
If it is not designed by proponents of so- to Federal court orders in local school section 201 at a later date. 
called civil rights legislation, it refiects cases. section 202 of the administration 
on the character of the senate just the It would make no difference whether amendment would amend the code to 
same. the court order says who will or who will punish :flight to avoid prosecution for 

There is no reason to wonder why this not be admitted to any school. Neither unlawful destruction of educational or 
procedure has been adopted. Its pur- could court-approved desegregation religious structures. 
pose is, in confusion, to enact pu- plans be opposed. I know of no one who condones crim-
nitive, vindictive, and unconstitutional To oppose any of these things would, inal destruction by fire or explosion of 
legislation. be punishable by 2 years' imprisonment religious or educational structures, or, 

I shall confine this discussion to one and $10,000 :fiD.e. But it would be all for that matter, any other kind of struc
batch of these bills which have now right for NAACP to oppose an order dis- tures. 

· been pulled together under one cover approving a local plan. Attention of the Senate is invited to 
and called the program sponsored by the The Senate may wish to note the Ian- the provisions of this section 202, lines 
administration. guage in this section 201 is "any" school. . 1 through 24 on page 3 of the amend-

It is formally referred to as amend- This could include private and church ment. Two innovations should be noted. 
ment 2-15-60-B to H.R. 8315. And schools, colleges, universities, and so venue, for cases covered by the sec-
H.R. 8315 is an innocent little bill, al- forth. tion, could be in one of three places-
lowing · the Army to lease a building to It is notable also that "no injunctive or where the act was committed, where the 
be used as a schoolhouse. other civil relief against the conduct offender is in custody, or where he might 

This proposed amendment would call made criminal by this section shall be be caught. 
upon congress to- denied on the ground that such conduct The section creates another new Fed ... 

First. Recognize Supreme Court deci- is a crime." eral crime, and makes the penalties for 
sions as amendments to the Constitution. Discussing this section on Tuesday of :fleeing greater than the penalties for the 

second. Amend the Constitution by this week, the very able Senator from actual destruction of the -property. 
statute. North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], said: This amendment carries two separated 

Third. Make resistance by State and For the first time in American history, sections for Federal interference with 
local officials, and the public generally, so far as I am able to determine, this section education. I have treated one. The 
to Federal court school orders a felony makes resistance to a Federal court deseg- other will come later. Likewise, it has 
punishable by both imprisonment and regation decree a crime. two separated sections on Federal inter-
fine. Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the ference with elections. 

Fourth. Appropriate funds for use in Senator yield at that point? The first of these sections on elec-
attempts to bribe State and local om- Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield to the tions is section 203. It begins with line 1 
cials to accept the Warren Court school senator from North Carolina. on page 4 and runs througlt line 8 on 
decision. Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from· page 6. It is contended thr~t this sec-

Fifth. Open records of State and local Virginia feel, as I do, that it is absolutely tion is limited to elections for Federal 
election officials to "representatives" of unnecessary to make offenses of this officers. 
a politically appointed Federal attorney character Federal crimes, because they It is frequently difficult; however, to 
general. These so-called representa- are ·already punishable ·by contempt of separate records and papers relating to 
tives need not be employees of the Jus- court proceedings? elections for Federal officers and those 
tice Department, nor, for that matter, of Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I certainly for State and local officers. 
the Federal Government. They may be agree with the Senator. This section 203 would require th~ 
also representatives of the NAACP. Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator not also preservation of and the opening of local 

Sixth. Authorize Federal agents to de- agree that if acts of violence are re- and State Federal election papers for the 
termine who is qualified to vote in .any sor.ted to, such acts constitute assault inspection, copying, and the use of the 
local, State, or Federal election, and po- and battery under State law and are Federal Attorney General and his "rep
lice the polling places and the counting punished as State crimes, and that if resentatives." 
of the votes. And, this bill were enacted into law, insofar Preservation of these records and pa-

Seventh. Push further toward general as use of violence or threatened use of pers is required in the language of line 
enforcement of the old FEPC proposals violence was concerned, it would mean a 2 on page 4, and opening them to the · 
that a Federal agency should control hir.. person could be punishable three times, Federal Attorney General and his agents 
ing and firing employees in private busi- namely, as a crilpinal for a State offense, is provided between line 24, page 4, and 
ness. . as a person guilty of contempt of a Fed- line 23, page 5. 
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Lines · 24 on page 4 through line 4, 
page 5, say the Federal Attorney General 
or his "representative" may have access 
to ·these papers a.nd records upon de· 
mand in writing. 

Compare this statement with the lan
guage of article VI of the Constitution 
itself which says: 

This Constitution.. . ancl the laws of · t:ti.e 
United States which shall be made 1n pur
suance thereof; and an treaties made, or :Lines 13 and 14 on page 5 indicate the 

Attorney General's "representatives" 
would not have to be employees of the 
Department · of Justice. And there is 
nothing to prevent them from repre· 
senting NAACP, also. 

· which shall be made, under the authority of· 
the United States, shall be the sup!'eme law 
of the land. 

There would be no requirement for 
identification, or proof of need. The At
torney General or his representative 
woUld simply write his demand for the 
records and papers, and give it to the lo
cal or State official and he must comply. 

Section 203 would require all State and 
local election papers and .records to be 
preserved for 3 years for use by these 
people. If this were not done, election 
officials would be subject to ·punishment 
under Federal law. 

If anyone-local or State election offi
cial, or anyone else-destroys, mutilates. 
or alters any of these local and State 
records and papers he, too, is guilty of 
a Federal o1Iense. 

On demand, the Attorney General or 
his representative could require local and 
State election officials to bring their rec
ords and papers to the office of the U.S. 
district attorney for Federal use. 

The Federal district court could com
pel compliance with these demands by 
a politically appointed Attorney General 
or his political representatives simply 
by the issuance of a court order. 

Once the Attorney General or his rep
resentatives gets these papers and rec
ords, section 203, lines 11 through 18 <>n 
page 5, says they may use them in per
formance of official duties. 

But the section does not say what offi
cial duties are, except to include use of 
them in any case or proceeding before 
any court or grand jury. It does not 
even say the official duties of a repre
sentative must be Federal in nature. 

An NAACP representative of the At
torney General might find numerous of
ficial duties where such records and 
papers could be for remarkable purposes. 
The Attorney General might disclose the 
entire contents in his annual report. 

Let me remind the Senate that .section 
201, which I have already discussed 
briefly, would make it a Federal crime 
and a .felony for local and State officials 
in the public generally to resist Federal 
court school orders. 

Section 204, beginning on line 9, page 
6, and running through line 18, page 13, 
would require Congress to recognize Su· 
preme Court decisions as amendments to 
the Constitution and amend the Consti· 
tution by statute. 

And in addition it would authorize ap
propriation of funds for use in attempts 
to bribe State and local officials to ac
cept the Warren Court decision with 
payments to school districts where 
schools are segregated. 

The section is opened on line 9, page 6, 
with the words "The Congress recog .. 
nizes that," and this is followed on lines 
16, 17, and 18 of the same page with the · 
language "the Constitution as interpre-
ted by the Supreme Court of the United 
States is the supreme law of the land." 

There is not a word in the Constitu .. 
tion that can be interpreted to say that 
a decision by the Warren Court in one 
case should be a part of the supreme 
law of the land. 

Therefore, any e1Iort to say that such 
a decision should be recognized as such 
would in itself be in violation of explicit 
language written by the Founding 
Fathers into our fundamental doctrine. 

But section 204 goes still further. In 
lines 18-21, page 6, it says State and 
local governments which relied on previ-
ous Supreme Court decisions are now 
obligated to conform with a di1Ierent 
decision. 

There is not a word in the Constitu
tion on the subject of education, but 
section 204, line 25 on page 6 through 
line 2 on page 7, would amend the Con
stitution to say States and localities 
have "constitutional obligations" with 
respect to education. 

Webster defines the word "bribe" as 
"a price, reward, gift, or favor bestowed 
or promised with a view to pervert the 
judgment or corrupt the conduct of a 
person in a position of trust." 

Section 204 of the amendment, begin
ning on line 6, page 7 .and running to the 
end o.f the page would authorize Federal 
payments to local and State agencies 
which seek to conform with the Warren 
decision, local ordinances and customs, 
and State laws and constitutions to the 
oontrary. 

None of the money to be paid to States 
and localities under this section oould be 
used for school construction or directly 
for purposes of instruction. It would be 
used primarily to defray technical and 
social work costs incident to desegrega
tion of schools. 

It could be used for supervisory or 
administrative services, pupil placement, 
social workers, visiting teacher services, 
and special nonteaching professional 
services. 

These Federal payments would be 
made to school districts, localities, and 
States who were not conforming with 
the Warren Court school decision in 
1953-54. 

School districts, localities, and States 
conforming to the Warren Court idea of 
how local public schools should be run 
at that time would be unable to qualify 
for Federal payments under this section. 

Lines 1 through 15 on page 8 of the 
amendment would establish the basis for 
these Federal allotments of funds to be . 
paid to State and local agencies, and 
local school boards, qualifying under the 
section to accept the Federal bribes for 
desegregation. · 

The allotment would be determined on 
the basis of the number of students at· 
tending segregated schools in 1953-54 as 
compared to those attending such 
schools throughout the Nation. 

·These numbers would be determined 
by the Federal Commissioner of Educa~ 
tion on the basis of the best average 
daily attendance data available to him. 

This allotment plan, as Senators may 
see, is burdened with highly complex 
and confusing provisions. But with a 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare such as .Arthur Flemming, and 
a ·Federal Commissioner of Education 
who would be subordinate to him, the 
manner in which the allotments would 
be administered is not difficult to foresee. 

Section 204 on page 8,lines 16 through 
25 and page 9, lines 1 through 7, provides 
that if a State has a desegregation plan 
which meets the approval of the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and his Education Commissioner, pay
ments may be made to it. 

But if a .State does not have a de
segregation plan which meets the ap
proval of Federal officials, but local agen
cies, including the school board do have 
a plan that Federal officials will approve, 
the State may be bypassed, and the 
money given to local agencies under pro
visions in lines 1 through 19 on page 11 
of the amendment. 

In either case if the HEW Secretary 
and the Education Commissioner decide 
they do not like the way the plans are 
being administered the allotment pay
merits may be withdrawn. 

This withdrawal authority is set forthr 
in lines· 6 through 25, page 10 of the · 
amendment, and lines 16 through 19 on 
page 11. 

The Health, Education, and Welfare 
Secretary, through .his Commissioner, 
would prescribe the criteria and proce
dures for making approval and with· 
drawal in a manner which he thinks is 
best calculated to bring about desegre
gation by regulation. 

The proponents of this amendment 
obviously think local and State school 
officials can be "bought" over to desegre
gation with a quick fiash of the dollar 
sign. Lines 9 and 10 on page 13 read: 

No appropriation may be made pursuant 
to subsection (b) for any :fiscal year ending 
after June 30, 1961. 

Section 205, line 19, page 13, through 
line 15, page 17, amends existing law with · 
respect to public education for children 
residing on Federal property, and chil
dren of members of the armed services 
and other Federal employees attending 
public schools in impacted areas where 
Federal funds have been made available 
for construction of school facilities. 

This section . provides . that when 
schools serving these areas are closed 
for any purpose by State or local gov
ernment, the Commissioner may take 
over public school facilities on which 
Federal expenditures have been. made, 
taking into account such equity as the 
State or locality may have in such facili
ties. 

Section 206 of the amendment, run
ning from line 16 on page 17 through 
line 22 on page 19 creates another Fed
eral commission to push further toward 
general enforcement of the old FEPC 
prOposals for Federal control over hiring 
and firing of employees in private 
business. 
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This new Commission will be called the 

Commission on Equal Job Opportunity 
Under Government Contracts. But the . 
Senate should not be misled by this title. 

The Commission's activities actually 
would not be limited to Federal contract 
provisions controlling employment prac
tice of contractors doing business with 
the Federal Government. 

I quote lines 5 through 14 on page 19 
of the amendment: 

The Commission shall also encourage, by 
the development and distribution of per
tinent information and by other appropriate 
means, the furthe.rance o;f educational pro
grams by employer, labor, civic, educational, 
religious, and other nongovernmental groups 
in order to eliminate discrimination in em
ployment. 

The CommiSsion is authorized to establish 
and maintain cooperative relationships with 
agencies of State and local governments, as 
well as with nongovernmental bodies, to 
assist in achieving the purposes of this 
section. 

In general, the bill would further Fed
eral control of employment practices of 
Government contractors, and promote 
extension of FEPC activities by providing 
for continuing pressure in this :field. 

The amendment proposes that the 
policy of the United States shall be to 
eliminate "discrimination" because of 
race, creed, color, or national origin in 
the employment of persons by Govern
ment contractors and establishes a com
mission of 15 members for this purpose. 

Lines 1 through 3 on page 18 contem
plates that at least some members of 
the Commission may be employees of 
the Federal Government. These may in
clude the Attorney General, the Assistant 
Attorney Cfeneral in charge of the Civil 
Rights Division, Department of Justice, 
and so forth. 

There is rio prohibition against chair
men and other o:fficers of national po
litical parties serving on the Commis
sion. In all probability a representative 
of the NAACP would be included. 

Members of the Commission are to be 
appointed by the President, and accord
ing to the language in lines 20 through 
23 on page 17 of the amendment advice 
and consent of the Senate would not be 
required. 

Such a Commission, dealing directly, 
in the interest of FEPC, with Federal 
contractors, and empowered to go abroad 
into State and local governm-ents in pri
vate organizations, would make annual 
reports to the President. 

On the basis of experience with . at 
least two previous Commissions on Civil 
Rights, and with the additional White 
House Committee on the same subject, 
there is reason to believe the primary 
purpose of the Commission is to keep the 
pressure on for FEPC and provide mate
rial for campaign issues in elections of 
the future. 

This new Commission would be au
thorized throughout its life to make such 
investigations, studies, and surveys, and 
hold such hearings, as it may deem 
necessary to accomplish the purpose of 
the amendment. There would . be no 
limit as to time or place with respect to 
such hearings. 

And the President may, in his discre
tion, require all Government agencies 
contracting _for goods and services to 
cooperate with the Commission in the . 
accomplishment of its purposes. 

The Commission would be empowered, 
in its discretion, to employ whomever it
desired in the performance of its duties 
and the exercise of its broad powers. 

The amendment fixes no limit on the 
amount of money to be appropriated for 
the staff or the operation of the Com
mission. 

Now we come to section 207 of the ad
ministration's amendment. This sec
tion starts with line 23, page 19, and 
runs to the end of amendment "2-15-
60-B," proposed in connection with 
H.R. 8315. 

This amendment deals with voting in 
any and all elections-local, State, and 
Federal-and the qualifications of suf
frage. Nothing could be more clear 
than the Constitution on this subject. 
Article I, section 2, at the very begin
ning of the basic law of this Nation, 
provides: 

The House of Representatives (and the 
Senate under the 17th amendment) shall be 
composed of Members chosen every second 
year by the people of the several States 
(every sixth year for Senators), and the 
electors in each State shall have the quali
fications requisite for electors of the most 
numerous branch of the State legislature. 

This amendment would authorize Fed
eral agents to determine whether citizens 
of the States are qualified to vote for 
State and local o:fficers as well as for 
Federal positions. 

I submit that when Federal agents de
. termine the qualifications of voters in 
State and local elections as well as Fed
eral elections, police the polling places, 
and the counting of the votes, we have 
Khrushchev-type "free elections." 

A vindictive Federal Government tried 
to police congressional elections in the 
Reconstruction era under the "force 
bills." The result was political scandal 
of the lowest order in the North and the 
Ku Klux Klan in the South. 

The so-called Civil Rights Act of 1957 
established a so-called Civil Rights Com
mission, and it recently recommended 
that the Federal Government should 
again interfere with conditions for suf
frage, limited to elections for Federal 
o:ffice. 

There is no doubt about the source of 
the proposal embodied in section 207. It 
came directly from the politically ap
pointed Attorney General, who was well 
trained in the Herbert Brownell school. 

The President was asked his views on 
this proposal. He replied that the At
torney General thought he had an alter
native to improve procedures within the 
framework of existing law, but it was 
"somewhat technical"-a "legalistic 
amendment" di:fficult for him to describe 
in detail. 

And what would the Attorney Gen
eral's "technical," "legalistic amend
ment" do? He told the Senate Rules 
Committee what it would do when he 
testified recently. 

In violation of the first fundamental 
in the Constitution, it would authorize 
federally appointed agents who might be 

goons, to act as czars, at least under cer
tain conditions, over both Federal and 
State elections. 

Analyze the proposal, as the Attorney 
General outlined it. Read lines 5 
through 21 on page 20 of the amend
-ment, and what you :find may surprise 
even the proponents of this provision. 

The Attorney General himself could 
institute so-called voting rights cases 
whenever, and wherever he may choose 
to go :find someone to enter into the 
arrangements with him. 
, Federal district courts would appoint 

.. voting referees, and the proposal would 
,:fix no standards or qualifications to be 
met by these so-called referees. But 
they would determine the qualifications 
of others to vote in any election. 

And when these so-called referees say 
a person is qualified to vote in any elec
tion, the law notwithstanding, their word 
is :final, even binding on the court which, 
on their say-so, would be required to 
enter the decree. 

But this is not all. Read lines 21 
through 25 on page 21 and lines 1 
through 7 on page 22. 

The same Federal district court would 
be authorized to appoint these same so
called referees, or others, to be at the 
polling place in any election to police 
the voting and the counting of the votes. 

Now read the sentence beginning on 
line 25, page 20, and on through line 13 
on page 21. In effect it says the Attor
ney General would proceed in the name 
of the Federal Government against any 
election o:fficial who does not cooperate 
with this apparatus even in violation of 
State election laws. 

The proposal not only avoids qualify
ing standards to be met by these hench
men; it prescribes no standards for their 
decisions. They may be hoodlums, and 
their decisions may be unreasonable and 
illegal, if they are not clearly erroneous. 

Please keep in mind I am speaking 
about practical application and effects 
of this political amendment. I ask Sen
ators to read again lines 12 through 21 
on p~ge 20 of the amendment. 

Mark well this fact: The Attorney 
General would not limit the authority of 
these so-called referees to prevention of 
racial discrimination. Under his pro
posal they could determine who, in any 
or all respects, are qualified to vote. 

It should be understood that the At
torney General would have all of this 
done in the name of the Federal judi
ciary. Federal district judges would be 
forced to set up the situations, condone 
referee actions, and enforce them. 

·Look at what will face Federal district 
judges under the proposal by the Attor
ney General, as he has personally out
lined it to a committee of the Senate. It 
is too much to expect the Federal judi
ciary will protect us from the political 
intent of this bill. 

I quote directly from the Honorable 
A. S. Harrison, attorney general of Vir
ginia. After examining the Federal At
torney General's proposal, Mr. Harrison 
says: 

The legislation proposed by the Attorney 
General of the United Sta,tes is subject to 
constitutional objection on two readily ap-
parent grounds. · 
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. Initially • • • the proposal authorizes tbe 

voting referees to ascerta.in whether or not 
certain persons are qualified to vote 1n a.ny 
election without prescribing a.ny standards 
by which this decision 1s to be made. · 

Determination of qualified electors is thus 
left to the unfettered discretion of voting 
referees. 

It should require no particularized cita
tion of Judicial authority to demonstrate 
that the exercise of legal rights may not be 
exposed, by so vague and indefinite legisla
tion as this, to curtailment or denial at the 
whim oc caprice of individual public omcers. 

Secondly, and far more fundamentally, 
the proposed amendment--to the extent 
that it authorizes voting refeTees to deter
mine who are qualified to vote in both State 
and Federal elections-clearly exceeds the 
powers ·vested in Congress by the Constitu
tion of the United States and infringes. the 
rights simultaneously secured to the .States 
by that instrument. 

I emphasize the Virginia attorney gen
eral's interpretation of authority Mr. 
Rogers would give the so-called referees 
over all aspects of voting qualifications. 
Mr. Harrison says further: 

It ls apparent at a. ,glance that the present 
blllis not limited to the prevention of racial 
discrlmlnation in the enjoyment of the elec
tive franchise condemned by the 15th 
amendment. 

The authority of the voting referees en
visioned by this legislation is not circum
scribed to determining the narrow question 
of whether or not a citizen's right to vote has 
been denied or abridged by a. State on ac
count of race, color, or previou!J condition 
of servitude. 

On the contrary, the b111 in question au
thorizes voting referees to investigate the 
qualifications of electors, to deterinlne--by 
some unknown standard-which citizens are 
qualified to vote and to certify to the court 
the names of all persons deemed by the ref
eree to be so qualified. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent- that the statement of the attorney 
general be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RzcoRD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL A. s. HAR

RISON, Ja., OJ' VIRGINIA, TO THE SENATE 
CoMMIT'l'EE ON RULES AND ADliiiNISTRATION, 
FEBRUARY 6, 1960 
On January 26, 1960, the Attorney General 

of the United States made public the text of 
a bill prepared by the Department of Justice 
to deal with alleged racial discrimination in 
both Federal and State elections. Techni
cally, the blll 1n question would amend the 
Civil Rights Act of 1957 by adding a new 
subsection to 42 U.S.C.A. 1971, as amended. 
Essentlally, the proposed amendment would 
authorize Federal district courts, acting in 
voting rights cases instituted by the Attorney 
General under the provisions of 42 U .S.C.A. 
19'71 (c), to appoint voting referees to deter
Jiilne whether or not certain persons making 
application to them are qualified to vote 1n 
any election and to certify as such all per
sons found by the referees to be so qualified. 

The report of a voting referee, unless 
clearly erroneous, would be binding upon the 
court, which would then be required to issue 
a supplemen ta.ry decree specifying that the 
persons named therein are entitled to vote. 
In addition, the court is empowered to direct 
the voting referees, or such other person or 
persons as it may appoint, to attend any 
election at which a person named 1n the 
court's decree 1s entitled to vote, and report 
to the court whether any such person has 
been denied the right to vote or to have his 
vote properly counted. Certified copies of 

the court's original decree and any supple
mentary decrees would be transmitted by 
the Attorney General to the appropriate 
election omcials of the State; and any omcer 
who, with notice of such decree, refuses to 
permit any person named therein to vote at 
any election covered thereby, or to have the 
vote of any such person properly counted, 
may be proceeded against for contempt. 

The legislation proposed by the Attorney 
General is subject to constitutional objec
tion on two readily apparent grounds. Ini
tially, it should be noted that the bill in 
question authorizes the voting referees to 
ascertain whether or not certain persons 
are qualified to vote at any election, without 
prescribing any standards by which this 
decision is to be made. Determination of 
qualified electors is thus left to the un
fettered discretion of the voting referees. 
It should require no particularized citation 
of judicial authority to demonstrate that 
the exercise of legal rights may not be 
exposed, by so vague and indefinite legisla
tion as this, to curtailment or denial at 
the whim or caprice of in~Uvidual public of
ficers. 

Secondly, and far more fundamentally, 
the proposed amendment--to the extent that 
it authorizes voting referees to determine 
who are qualified to vote in both State and 
Federal elections--clearly exceeds the powers 
vested in Congress by the Constitution of the 
United States and infringes the rights simul
taneously secured to the States by that in
strument. -The right to prescribe the qual
ifications of electors and to determine, in 
light of such qualifications, which of its citi
zens is entitled to vote in State elections, is 
one resting exclusively within the province 
of the individual States. In this connection, 
the Supreme Court of the United States has 
declared that a State ls free to conduct its 
elections and llmit its electorate as it may 
deem wise, except as its action may be af
fected by the prohibitions of the Federal 
Constitution or in conftict with powers dele
gated to and exercised by the National Gov
ernment, and that the power of Congress to 
legislate at au upon the subject of voting 
in State elections rests upon the 15th amend
ment and extends only to the prevention 
by appropriate legislation of the discrimina
tion forbidden by that amendment (Smith 
v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 649; United States v. 
Beese, 92 U.S. 214). 

1:t is ·apparent at a glance that the present 
bill is not llmited to the prevention of racial 
discrimination in the enjoyment of the elec
tive franchise condemned by the 15th 
amendment. The authority of the voting 
referees envisioned by the instant legisla
tion ls not circumscribed to determining the 
narrow question of whether or not a citizen's 
right to vote has been denied or abridged 
by a. State · on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude. On the 
contrary, the bill ln question authorizes vot
ing referees to lnvesttgate the qua11ftcations 
of electors, to determine--by some un
known standard-which citizens are qualified 
to vote and to certify to the court the names 
of all persons deemed by the referee to be 
so quallfied. Manifestly, the proposed 
amendment infringes the right of the indi
vidual States to determine who may vote 1n 
State elections and exceeds the power vest
ed in Congress to enforce the prohibition of 
the 15th amendment by appropriate legis
lation. Indeed, eminent judicial authority 
may be marshaled to support the views 
that an attempt to vest in Congress such 
broad power over the conduct of State elec
tions, even by means of an amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution, would merit instant 
condemnation. On this precise point, no 
less a constitutioJ:?.al authorlt): than Judge 
Robert G. Story bas observed: 

.. If a clause were 1ntroducec1 1n the na
tional Constitution to regulate the State 
election of members of the State legisla-

ture lt would be deemed a. most unwarrant
able transfer of power, indicating a pre
meditated design to destroy the State gov
ernment. It would be so flagrant a viola
tion of principle as to require no comment. 
It would be said, and justly, that the State 
governments ought to possess the power of 
self-existence and self-organization, Inde
pendent of the pleasure of the National Gov
ernment." 

Contemporaneously with his release of the 
proposed bill, the Attorney General of the 
United States issued a _statement in which 
he declared: 

"Our bill would not fragmentize the elec
tion process. It would leave the election 
procedures in the States where they have 
always been. At the same time, it would 
operate within established judicial proce
dures to prevent discrimination in all elec
tions, as the Constitution of the United 

· States intends." 
A mere reading o:f its provisions discloses 

beyond cavil that the proposed blll would 
have an effect diametrically opposite to that 
claimed for it by the Attorney General. If 
enacted and made operative, this blll would 
"fragmentize the election process'' by es
tablishing separate agencies to pass upon 
the qualification of electors and fractionate 
the electorate into two distinct classes; one 
class embracing those found qualified to 
vote by State officials applying state-estab
lished criteria governing qualifications for 
voting, and the other class comprising those 
found quallfled to vote by court-appointed 
voting referees administering criteria-es
tablished by no one--and known only to 
the voting referee, if known at all. The 
invidious result of a scheme which estab
lishes such a. dichotomy 1n the electorate 
is not dlmcult to imagine. In his speech 
in the House of Representatives on January 
26, 1890, the Honorable Henry St. George 
Tucker, Representative from Virglnia, com
menting upon the then pending b111 to 
amend and supplement the election laws of 
the United states, denounced 1ts divisive 
effects 1n the following language: 

"I object to another provision of the bUl, 
Mr. Speaker. I do not believe ln the super
vision feature, as a matter of expediency, 
looking to the true interests of our State 
and Federal systems. I think the only logi
cal position for Congress to ta.ke 1n regard 
to the elections of Representatives, if the 
time ever comes when under the Consti
tution it can take charge of the elections, ls 
this: Either to give it absolutely into the 
hands of the States or absolutely into the 
hands of the Federal Government. Do not 
have any mixture of the two. It is, and 
wlll be, a source of serious trouble, dispute, 
and clashing of interests, as well as clashing 
of authority, if Congress assumes control 
of a part of the machinery and the States 
take charge of another portion o! 1t ... 

Aside from its lllegality and its neces
sarily divisiv~ consequences, the historically 
demonstrable inutillty of the present blll 
is alone sufficient to deprive it of any fun
damental merit. A canvass of the · legis
lative history upon the subject of con
gressional elections discloses that, with the 
exception of some 24 of the 171 years since 
the National Government was founded, the 
policy has been to leave the regulation of 
such elections almost entirely to the States, 
whose representatives Congressmen are. For 
more than 50 years after the National Gov
ernment was organized, no congressional 
action whatever was taken until, in 1842, 
a law was enacted requiring representatives 
to be elected by districts, thus attempting 
to eliminate the practice which then pre
vaned in some States of electing on a single 
ticket all of the Members of Congress to 
which the State was entitled. Twenty-four 
years more elapsed before further action 
upon this subject was taken, when Con
gress provided for the time and method 
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of electing U.S. Senators. In 1870, for the 
first time, a comprehensive system for deal• 
ing with congressional elections was enacted 
by laws which remained in force until their 
repeal in 1894. 

These laws provided extensive regulatlons 
for the conduct of congressional elections. 
They made unlawful false registration, 
bribery, voting without legal right, making 
false returns of votes cast, interfering in 
any manner with officers of election; and the 
neglect by any such officer of any duty re
quired of him by State or Federal law; they 
provided for appointment by circuit judges 
of the United States of persons to attend at 
places of registration and at elections, with 
authority to challenge any person propos
ing to register or vote unlawfully, to wit
ness the counting of votes, and to identify 
by their slgriatures the registration of voters 
and election tally sheets; and they made it 
lawful for the marshals of the United States 
to appoint special deputies to preserve order 
at such elections, with authority to arrest 
for any breach of the peace committed in 
their view. 

In United States v. GradweZZ (243 U.S. 
476), the Supreme Court of the United 
States, commenting upon the history of the 
regulation of congressional elections And the 
experience gained thereby, pointed out: 

"It will be seen from • • • these enact
ments that Congress by them committed to 
Federal officers a very full participation in 
the process of the election of Congressmen, 
trom the registration of voters to the final 
certifying of the results, and that the con
trol thus established over such elections was 
comprehensive and complete. It 1s a matter 
of general as of legal history that Congress, 
after 24 years of experience, returned to its 
former attitude toward such elections, and 
repealed all of these laws with the exception 
of a few sections not relevant here. 

"The policy of thus intrusting the con
duct of elections to State laws, administered 
by State officers, which has preva-iled from 
the foundation of the Government to our 
day, with the exception, as we have seen, of 24 
years, was proposed by the makers of the 
Constitution, and was entered upon advisedly 
by the people who adopted it, as clearly ap
pears from the reply of Madison to Monroe, 
in the debates in the Virginia convention, 
saying that: 

"It was found impossible to fix the time, 
place, and manner of election of Representa
tives in the Constitution. It was found 
necessary to leave the regulation of these, 
in the first place, to the State governments 
as being best acquainted with the situation 
of the people, subject to the control of the 
General Government, in order to enable it to 
produce uniformity and prevent its own dis
solution. • • • Were they exclusively under 
the control of the State governments, the 
General Government might easily be dis
solved. But if they be regulated properly 
by the State legislatures the congressional 
control will probably never be exercised. The 
power appears to me sat~factory, and as un
likely to be abused as any part of the Con
stitution." 

The striking similarity between the prin
cipal features of the pending blli and those 
of the election laws of the United States in 
force between the years 1870 and 1894 in
disputably stamp the proposed legislation as 
the modern day progeny of the same think
ing which fostered the 111-advised attempt 
on the part of Congress to purify congres
sional elections by entrusting their regula• 
tion to omcials appointed by FederaJ. courts. 
In light of the deplorable results engendered 
by former congressional legislation in this 
:field, it 1s un.iinagina.ble t'hat any present 
day legislative proposa.l could possibly trace 
tts lineage to a more inauspicious origin. In 
1893, reporting on the reprehensible con
ditions prev:aJ.llng under the Federal election 
laws which had then been in force for al• 

most a quarter of a century, the Select com
mittee of the House of Representatives To 
Inquire Into the Supervision and Adminis
tration of Election Laws by Officers of the 
United States in the City, County, and 
State of New York advised the House of 
Representatives (H. Rept. No. 2365, 62d 
Cong., 2d sess.) : 

"It 1s assumed by the committee that the 
administration and results of such laws 
would nowhere appear more clearly or in a 
better light than in the city of New York. 

"It is believed that in the largest city in 
the country, where every class of our voting 
population is fully represented and where 
the respective parties have for years made 
their principal headquarters at important 
elections, and under the constant publicity 
given by the best organized and most effec
tive newspaper press of the world, the actual 
workings of these laws and their good or evil 
results can be more clearly seen and ap
preciated and more intelligently judged 
than is possible anywhere else. 

"Your committee, after a very careful 
study of the operations of the Federal elec
tion laws before election and on election day 
in the city of New York, are of the opinion 
that all of these laws have entirely failed to 
produce any good results in the direction of 
the purity of elections or the protection of 
the ballot box, and have been productive of 
such serious and dangerous results that 
they ought at once to be repealed. 

"The reasons for our recommendation for 
the repeal of these laws, based on our study 
of their operation and results in New York, 
ma.y be classed under four heads. They 
ought to be repealed-

"First. Because they result in no convic
tion of offenders, and are therefore useless to 
prevent or punish crime. 

"Second. Because they cause great expense 
and are fruitful of constant and continuing 
frauds upon the Treasury. 

"Third. Because they are designed to be 
used and are used only as part of the ma
Chinery of a party to compensate voters who 
are friendly to it, and to frighten from the 
polls the voters of the opposing party. 

"Fourth. Because under and by virtue of 
these laws the gravest interference with the 
personal rights and Uberty of citizens occur, 
and voters are punished by arrest and im
prisonment for their political opinions. 

This report of the select committee served 
to bear out with a vengeance the unequivocal 
prediction made on June 26, 1890, by the 
Honorable Henry St. George Tucker in his 
speech in opposition to the then pending bill 
to amend the Federal election laws: 

"In conclusion, let me say, gentlemen, that 
while this bill in my opinion 1s unconsti
tutional, and Congress has no power to pass 
it, that the provisions of it are hideous, and 
that they ought not to be entertained by this 
House or this Congress; that even if it passes 
it will never accomplish the purpose 'where
unto it 1s sent. • You may rely upon that. 
As was said in the discussion here today, 
1f there be fraud and corruption in the coun
try the only way to correct them ts by an 
enlightened public sentiment which will 
frown them down, so that a man who deals 
in fraud, bribery, or corruption will not be 
<:ountenanced in the community." 

This forceful statement by the Represent
ative from Virginia upon the proper as well 
as the improper method of controlling abuses 
in the conduct of elections was echoed by 
President Coolldge in language which refiects 
a philosophy of government fundamentally 
at variance with that of the sponsor of the 
pending bill: _ 

.. It is too. much to assume that because an 
abuse exists it 1s the business of the National 
Government to provide a remedy. The pre
sumption should be that lt is the business of 
local and State governments. SUch national 
action results in encroaching upon the 'Salu
tary independence of the States and by un
dertaking to supersede their natural author-

ity fills the land with bureaus and de
partments which are undertaking to do what 
it 1s impossible for them to accomplish, and 
bring our whole system of government into 
disrespect and disfavor. 

"The Nation ls inclined to disregard alto
gether too much both the functions and the 
duties of the State. They are much more 
than subdivisions of the Federal Govern
ment. They are also endowed with sover
eignty in their own right." 

In addition to the objections which may 
be lodged against the bill in question upon 
the grounds of illegality and inutility, a 
canvass of existing law clearly reveals that 
the proposed amendment is altogether un
necessary. Title 42 U.S.C.A., 1971 (a) derived 
from the Civil Rights Act of 1870, declares 
that all citizens otherwise qualified to vote 
in any election shall be allowed to vote in 
such elections without regard to race, color, 
or previous condition of servitude. The Civil 
Rights Act of 1957 amended this section of 
the United States Code by adding provisions 
which declare that no person shall intimi
date, threaten, or coerce another for the 
purpose of interfering with his right to vote 
in any election in which a Federal officer is to 
be selected; authorizes the Attorney General 
of the United States to institute proper pro
ceedings for preventive relief whenever an.y 
person has deprived or is about to deprive 
another of rights secured by section 1971; 
vests jurisdiction of such proceedings in Fed
eral district courts without requiring an ag .. 
grieved party to exhaust State administra. 
tive or judicial remedies, and establishes con
tempt proceedings which provide for the 
rights of individuals cited for contempt of 
a.n order issued in an action instituted under 
the statute in question. 

The existence of these laws lends abundant 
support to the dissent registered by the Hon
orable John S. Battle, a former .Governor of 
Virginia, and a. former member of the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, to the Commis
sion's proposal for the Presidential appoint
ment of temporary registrars. This dissent 
1s couched in language which is equally ap· 
plicable to the pending proposal of the at
torney general: 

"I concur in the proposition that all prop· 
erly qualified American citizens should have 
the right to vote but I believe the present 
laws are sufficient to protect that right and 
I disagree with the proposal for the appoint· 
ment of a Federal registrar which would 
place in the hands of the Federal Govern
ment a vital part of the election process so 
jealously guarded and carefully reserved to 
the States by the Founding Fathers.'" 

Dlegal, useless and unnecessary the pend• 
ing proposal, if enacted cannot but be pro
ductive of incalculable mischief. History 
has demonstrated in conclusive fashion the 
detrimental etfects upon Federal-State rela· 
tionships which legislation of this character 
must produce, without .any countervailing 
benefits to the electoral process. Fewer pub
lic interests have a higher ·Claim upon the 
informed discretion of Congress than the 
avoidance of needless friction between the 
Federal and State governments, and a scru
pulous regard :for the rightful independence 
of State governments and the smooth work
ing of our federated system should Bit all 
times actuate the National Legislature. 

An obvious characteristic of the bill in 
question is its palpable direction at the 
Southern States, and an even more insidi
ous, but no less inevitable, consequence of 
its passage will be its reprehensible appeal 
to long dormant regional animosities. En
actment of the bill proposed by the ·attorney 
general will herald the return of those 
fiagrant abuses of the electoral process which 
obtained during the period 1n which con· 
gressional elections were conducted under 
Federal supervision, extend the reach of 
such abuses to State elections, subvert the 
independence of State governments by en
croaching upon rights reserved to them by 
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the Constitution, disrupt harmonious rela
tionships between the Federal and State gov
ernments, resurrect the spectre of sectional 
hatred, and impede rather than fac111tate a 
constructive solution to the problem sought 
to be redressed. · 

I know of no statement more suited to the 
pending proposal than that uttered by Sena
tor William E. Borah, of Idaho, speaking in 
the Senate on January 7, 1938, in opposition 
to a measure similar in nature. With refer
ence to the Southern States, the Senator 
from Idaho declared: 

"These States are not to be pilloried and 
condemned without a full presentation of 
the nature of the task which fate and cir
cumstances imposed upon them, and not 
without a complete record as to the weight 
and difficulty of the task, what has been 
done, and with what good faith it has been 
met. I shall contend that the Southern peo
ple have met the race problem and dealt 
with it with greater patience, greater toler
ance, greater int elligence, and greater suc
cess than any people in recorded history, 
dealing with a problem of similar n ature." 

The situation which the proposed amend
ment seeks to remedy was in the process of 
progres~dve and constructive solution in a 
spirit of mutual goodwill and in promotion 
of amity and concord between the two races. 
The course which this legislation will shape 
and direct will d3stroy much of the salu
tary gain already made and accentuate and 
stimulate the gravity and difficulty of a 
solution in the days ahead. 

For the reasons stated, I oppose passage 
of the legislation recommended by the at
torney general and renew the eloquent ap
peal made under similar circumstances by 
the Honorable Henry St. George Tucker to 
the House of Representatives in 1890: 

"I only ask that this House will do no act 
that will disturb the harmony • • • of the 
State and the Federal governments, that 
beautiful system which, when kept in its 
perfect symmetry, is the admiration of the 
world, but when jostled or gotten out of 
gear will work destruction to the people for 
whose welfare it was intended." 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
it must be obvious to all, but those mo
tivated by extreme bias, that the At
torney General's proposal infringes the 
right of States to determine who may 
vote in State elections and exceeds any 
constitutional power given the Federal 
Government. 

The so-called referees provisions in 
this amendment are only one set of pro
posals which have been made in the 
name of the administration. 

Another set was recommended by the 
Commission on Civil Rights established 
in the 1957 act. Former Governor Bat
tle of Virginia was a member of that 
Commission until he could no longer take 
its attitudes and recommendations. 

The Commission proposed a Federal 
registrar type of control over Federal 
elections as they are conducted in States 
and localities. Governor Battle appeared 
before the Senate Rules Committee in 
opposition to the Commission's proposals. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the statement of the Honorable 
John S. Battle and the colloquy before 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Mr. BA'l"l'LE. To also express to Senator 
BYRD and Senator ROBERTSON, if I may, my 
appreciation of their overly kindly remarks. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of 
the committee, I had the privilege of serving 
as a member of the Commission on Civil 
Rights established by act o:f the Congress of 
September 9, 1957. 

The Commission, in its report to the Presi
dent and the Congress, recommended, among 
other things, that the President be author
ized to appoint Federal registrars of elections 
under the conditions and with the powers 
therein outlined, and I understand that bills 
have been introduced and are now before 
this committee designed to carry out this 
recommendation of the Commission on Civil 
Rights. · 

I disagreed with my colleagues in this 
recommendation and your chairman has 
graciously invited me to appear and give you 
my reasons for my disagreement. 

I am not a constitutional lawyer and do 
not have any peculiar knowledge of this 
subject but do have very deep convictions 
relative to it. 

The recommendations of the Commission 
and the bills which are before the committee 
designed to carry out those recommenda
tions may be summarized as follows: 

When a citizen of the United States be
lieves he has been deprived of the right to 
register and vote because of his race, re
ligion, color, or national origin, he may file 
with the President a petition setting out 
those facts and request the appointment of a 
Federal registrar for his registration district. 
When, within the time specified in the bills, 
the President receives nine or more petitions 
from individuals who reside in the same reg
istration district, he shall refer the petitions 
to the Commission on Civil Rights. The 
Conunission shall investigate matters set 
forth in such petition "and if the Commis
sion determines that any individual who 
files such petition is, solely because of his 
race, religion, color, or national origin, being 
deprived the right to register as a voter 
under the laws of the State in which he 
resides, the Commission shall certify such 
determination to the President." 

Upon the receipt of such certification, the 
President "shall establish an office of Federal 
r egistrar for the registration district in 
which the individual who filed such petition 
resides and appoint a Federal registrar for 
such registration district from among officers 
or employees of the United States who reside 
within the State and within or near such 
registration district." 

The Federal registrar shall accept registra
tion applications and all applicants whom 
the registrar finds to be properly qualified, 
under the laws of the State, shall be regis
tered to vote for au candidates for Federal 
elective oftlce in Federal elections held in 
such district. Each individual so registered 
shall have the right to vote and have his 
vote counted for all candidates for Federal 
elective office in any Federal election held in 
his registration district. 

My objections to the recommendations of 
the Commission on Civil Rights and to the 
bills now before this committee are as 
follows: 

First. The preservation of our Federal sys
tem is of supreme importance. Rights, 
privileges, and obligation of the States and of 
the Central Government as delineated in the 
Constitution of the United States must be 
preserved. The Constitution clearly reserves 
to the States the conduct of elections and 
the qualification of voters in such elections. 
Under the bills before this committee, a vital 
part of the election machinery wlll be taken 
away from the States and turned over to the 
Federal Government. 

Second. The Federal registrar voter plan 
would be cumbersome and difficult of ad
ministration. It would set up two sets of 
voters: the one group permitted to vote ln 
all elections and the other group permitted 
to vote only 1n Federal elections. When a 
name is placed on the Federal list, there 

appears to be no way of correcting that list, 
even though the voter may subsequently 
become disqualified under the provisions of 
State law, that is, by being convicted of a 
felony, and so forth. No methOd of transfer 
of voters from one voting precinct to another 
is prescribed, and I emphasize this, if the 
chairman please, no right of appeal is pro
vided on behalf of a State official or of the 
applicant to register. 

These bills would place in the hands of a 
Federal official or employee who would, in 
rural sections, of necessity, be a second- or 
third-class postmaster or post office em
ployee, deputy marshal, and the like, as the 
only Federal official or employee available, 
the duty and authority to interpret and give 
effect to State laws relative to qualification 
of voters and determine whether the appli
cant to vote be properly qualified under the 
laws of his State. ' 

He must further determine whether the 
applicant has been denied the right to reg
ister on account of his race, religion, color, 
or national origin, and having made all of 
these decisions, he may register the appli
cant to vote in an election for Federal 
officials or decline such registration. 

Let me repeat and emphasize as strongly 
as I can that the determination by this 
Federal employee as to the propriety of the 
registration of an applicant would be final 
and conclusive. It could not be questioned 
in any proceeding except possibly upon the 
ground of fraud or gross dereliction of duty 
on the part of the registrar. I know of no 
such finality of authority being given any 
official of the Federal Government short of 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 

The Attorney General of the United States 
in · his statement of January 27, in referring 
to a bill presented by him, said: 

"I believe this bill would be more effective 
than the Federal registrar proposals and 
would avoid many of the serious and prac
tical problems connected with Federal 
registrars." 

Third. The recommendations of the Com
mission on Civil Rights and the bills be
fore the committee are, in my judgment, 
clearly unconstitutional for they charge the 
Commission with the duty of investigating 
and determining whether or not the allega
tions contained in the petitions filed with 
the President are true. If the Commission 
should find that the petitioners are being 
deprived of the right to vqte in Federal elec
tions solely because of race, religion, color, or 
national origin, the Commission shall so 
certify to the President. The act under 
which the Commission on Civil Rights was 
created provides that it is "in the executive 
branch of the Government" and yet under 
these bllls, this arm of the executive branch 
of the Government is called upon to perform 
a judicial function and this without notice 
to the interested parties or appeal from its 
decision. 

The requirement of the performance of 
this judicial function by an agency in the 
executive branch of the Government clearly 
violates the fundamental requirement of the 
Constitution of separate and distinct func
tions in the executive, legislative, and judi
cial branches of Government. 

The Attorney General clearly was con
scious of this fundamental objection when in 
his statement of January 27 he said: "This 
would avoid"-referring to his own bill-"the 
constitutional and legal questions which 
would arise under plans based upon a de~ 
termination by a nonjudicial body that State 
officials have discriminated against citizens 
in violation of the Federal Constitution." 

And referring to the proposals in the bills 
before the committee, he continued: 

"Since these other proposals are not with
in the established judicial framework, they 
would, I believe, be subject to a more ex~ 
tended and severe legal challenge." 
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It would appear unnecessary to say more. 

on this phase of the matter except we might. 
comment that in the event these bUls are: 
enacted into law lt will be the duty · of the 
Attorney General to defend ~em, ~nd, m: 
view of his public statements ·to which I 
have referred, Jl,e would certainly be ln an 
embarrassing, 1! not impossible, position be-
fore the Court. · 

Fourth. Although the Commission on 
Civil Rights is in the executive branch of 
the Government, it does not app·ear to be 
amenable to the President, but, rather, the 
contrary, for, upon the certification by the 
Commission on the petitions to which I have 
referred, the President "shall appoint" a 
Federal registrar. Here, the Commission ap
pears to be superior to the President, for 
upon its finding, whether such finding is 
justified or not, the President "shall ap
point." He has no discretion in the matter, 
tor the language of the bills is definite and 
explicit. 

Now, with reference, Mr. Chairman, 1! you 
please, to the Attorney General's bill, in an 
effort to present to the Congress a plan 
which he could defend, the Attorney Gen
eral has prepared and submitted a bill 
which I believe is now before the committee. 

This bill is nothing more or less-- ·· 
The CHAIRMAN. My delay this morning, 

Governor Battle, I might say, was because of 
a call from the Attorney General relating to 
his testimony on Friday-that he would be 
here tomorrow. He told me that he did not 
propose to have a bill or ask that a bill be 
offered embodying the plan that he wanted 
to testify about tomorrow. So there is no 
bill presently pending. 

Mr. BA'I"I'LE1 Well, I take it, my comments 
then on that would be out of order, sir. · 

The CHAIRMAN. It is really technical be;. 
'ause the Attorney General has submitted 
a memorandum and a proposal. But there 
is no bill before us as yet. 

Mr. BA'I"I'LE. I had about completed my 
statement, sir, and I just had one page on 
that subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. I did not want to inter- · 
rupt you except to indicate to you that 
nothing as yet has been introduced as a 
bill which embodies the Attorney General's 
plan. However, it is perfectly proper and 
indeed desirable for _you to discuss it. 

Mr. BATTLE. Sir? 
The CHAIRMAN. I say it is perfectly proper 

and indeed desirable for you to discuss it, if 
you care to do so. 

Mr. BA'I"l'LE, I thank the chairman very 
much .for his consideration, Technically, I 
presume I am out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. I did not mean to raise 
the technical point, Governor. I just 
wanted to advise you that there is presently 
no bill. 

Mr. BA'I"I'LE. Yes. Well, I hope there will 
not be a bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Before US. 
Thank you, sir. 
Mr. BA'I"I'LE. Well, the bill, if the chair

man please, which was carried verbatim in 
the New York Times, in the issue of Janu
ary 27, at which time the Attorney General's 
statement was carried verbatim, is the state
ment to which I have made reference, and 
that b111 is nothing more nor less than a 
refinement of the old act of 1870, as amended, 
described as the En!orcement Act and gen
erally known as the force b111 of Reconstruc
tion days. 

In resurrects the specter of reconstruction 
which those of us who live in the southern 
portion of our reunited country had hoped 
and believed had been forever bur!ed. ·The 
force bill, ·which wa.S so · obnoxious, was, in 
1894, repealed by the Congress by tin act 
which sets out the various code citations of 
the Enforcement Act, and not being sa.tts
fl.ed with that, concludes--the author of thla· 
act seems to have been very anxious that be 
wipe out the .whole works, tor he concludes: 

"All statutes and parts of statutes relat
ing in any manner to supervisors of election 
and special deputy marshals be and the same 
are hereby repealed.'" 

The bill of 1870 provides tor supervisors of 
election. The Attorney General's bill, in an 
effort apparently to make it more palatable, 
provides for "voting referees,•• but their 
powers and duties are substantially the 
same. 

The bill of 1870, when attacked on con
stitutional grounds, was sustained by a di
vided Supreme Court as being authorized 
under article I, section 4, of the Constitu
tion, which, it will be recalled, provides--

"The times, places, and manner of holding 
elections for Senators and Representatives 
shall be prescribed in each State by the legis
lature thereof; but the Congress may at 
any time by law make or alter such regula
tions, except as to the places of choosing 
Senators." 

Although the 14th and 15th amendments 
had been adopted prior to the passage of the 
bill of 1870, no reference to those amend .. 
ments was made in the Court's decision. 
The Enforcement Act, by its terms, operated 
only in elections for Members of the House 
of Representatives, and the Court in its de
cision in Ex parte Siebold (100 S. Ot. Repts .. 
p. 393), used this language: 

"We do not mean to say, however, that for 
any acts of the ofiicers of election having ex
clusive reference to the election of State· or 
county ofiicers they will be amenable to Fed
eral jurisdiction." 

It is further interesting to note, Mr. Chair
man, that one of the cases sustaining the 
Enforcement Act arose from Maryland and 
the other case came up from Ohio. 

The Attorney General's bill further pro
vides, when authorized by the Federal dis
trict court, the so-called referees shall at
tend at any time and place for holding any 
election in which any person authorized by 
the court shall vote or is entitled to vote 
and report to the court whether any such 
person has been denied the right to vote. 
He shall also attend at any time and place 
for counting the votes cast in the election 
at which any such person would vote and 
report to the court it any vote cast by such 
person has not been properly counted. So 
that under this bill, this Federal referee 
would be present when the election ofiicials 
counted the ballots and this even in a State,· 
county, or municipal election. . 

It is diflicult to see how this Federal ref
eree could ascertain that the vote cast by 
the voter he had registered was properly 
counted, unless he examined every ballot 
and even then he could not be certain for 
1t is common knowledge that some ballots 
are thrown out because of improper marking 
or mutllation. 

If I might interpose there, Mr. Chairman. 
that in the hearings conducted by the Com
mission on Civil Rights ·and in its report, 
there is not a scintma of a suggestion that 
any vote had not been counted as properly 
as it was cast. 

The Attorney General's bin would. there
fore. appear to be objectionable because it 
would set up two lists of qualified voters. It 
would deprive the States of their time
honored rights to administer the voting 
processes. It would authorize the appoint
ment of Federal ofiicials with the right of 
general supervision over the voting of elec
'f!ors and be at least of highly doubtful con
stitutional validity in that it embraces 
within its terms the election of every ·state 
and locaJ. otD.cial. 

In my judgment, Mr. Chalrman,- the pres
ent laws are ample to take care of the situa
tion as revealed 1n the report of the Civll 
Rights Commission. 

I do not for one moment condone condi
tions such as were recited 1n the report of 
the Cqmmission on Civil R1ghts, but I be
lleve the remedies proposed ~e worse than 

the malady, and I am further of the opip
lon that there is ample · legislation already 
enacted Which, 1! properly invoked, would . . 
correct the conditions complained of. I 
would ·refer in this connection to, fi.i'St, '18 
U .S.C.A. 242, which makes it a crf.Itl.e for · 
State election ofiicials willfully tQ d~prive. 
any qualified person of the right to reg~ter, 
vote, or have his vote counted as cast. 

Second, to 42 U.S.C.A. 1983, 1985, and ·1988, 
which vests in each citizen the right to sue . 
State election ofiicials for damages or for 
preventive relief if he is actually denied 
or threatened with denial of his right to 
register, to vote, or to have his vote counted 
as cast. . 

Third, under the Civil Rights Act of 1957, 
now 42 U.S.C.A. 1971, the Attorney General 
may sue State election officials to ·prevent 
any qualified citizen from being denied his 
right to register or vote. 

I conclude, therefore, with the statement 
I filed with the report of the Commission on 
Civil Rights: 

"I concur in the proposition that all prop
erly qualified American citizens should have 
the right to vote, but I believe the present 
laws are sufficient to protect that right and 
I disagree with the proposal for the appoint
ment of a Federal registrar which would 
place in the hands of the Federal Govern
ment a vital pa.rt of the election process so 
jealously guarded and carefully reserved to 
the States by the Founding Fathers." 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Governor 

Battle. 
Have you any questions, Senator? 
Senator JoRDAN. I have not. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Jordan has no 

questions. 
Governor Battle, there are a good many 

things I would like to discuss with you with 
profit to myself. 

Mr. BA'l"I'LE. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. However, we are working 

~der certain handicaps today as to time. 
I want you to know that as a distinguished 
American and former Governor of a great 
State and former member of the President's 
Commission on Civil Rights. we appreciate 
very much your having taken the time and 
trouble to prepare your statement and to 
come here and present it to us, which is of 
benefit on this question of greatest impor
tance. 

Mr. BA'I"I'L:a:. Thank you, Senator. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Governor. 

Mr. BYRD of Vir~a. Mr. President, 
we are still waiting for the Senate Ruies 
Committee to report its bill on Federal 
supervision of elections in States and 
localities. 

The House Ruies Committee yesterday 
reported still another Federal elections 
bill. And almost simuitaneously the At
torney General of the United States pro
duced still another administration bill. 

Representative WILLIAM M. MCCUL
LOCH, of Ohio, is quoted in today's New 
York Times as saying he wouid introduce 
the Attorney General's new bill in the 
House of Representatives. 

In the existing chaos surrounding this 
so-called civil rights legislation of 1960 
we learn what is being proposed only by 
reading the latest edition of the news
papers. This morning's edition of the 
New York Times may be behind the 
times by now. but I quote it as follows: 

The revised (Attorney General's) bill in
eludes a number o! substantial changes de
signed to assure the effectiveness of the ref
eree proposal to advance Negro voting. The 
changes go a long way toward the position of 
some civil rights advocates who feared they 
had seen lOQpholes in the original draft. 
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On the basis of bills drawn in the past 

by the Department of Justice at the di· 
rection of the Attorney General we have 
reason to expect he will develop . more 
loopholes in the process of plugging up 
his previous loopholes. We shall see. 

Mr. President, I have before me a 
draft of what purports to be the text 
of the new referee proposal of the At· 
torney General, as it appeared on page 
10 of the New York Times of today. I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
printed in the REcoRD at this point. 

There being no objection, the text was 
ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, as 
follows: 
TExT 01' NEW DRAI"l' ON VOTING REFEREEs-

A BILL To AMEND THE CIVn. RIGHTS ACT OF 
1957 BY PROVIDING FOR COURT APPOINTMENT 
OF UNITED STATES VOTING REFEREES, AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House of 

Representatives of the United States ot 
America assembled, That section 2004 of the 
revised statutes (42 U.S.C. 1971), as amended 
by section 131 of the Civil Rights Act of 
1957 (71 Stat. 637), is amended as follows: 

"(A) Add the following as subsection (E) 
and designate the present subsection (E) 
subsection '(F)': 

"'In any proceeding instituted pursuant 
to subsection (E) in the event the court 
finds that any person has been deprived on 
account of race or color or any right or 
privilege secured by subsection (A), the 
court shall upon request of the Attorney 
General make a finding whether such de
privation was or is pursuant to a pattern 
or practice. If the court finds such pattern 
or practice, any person of such race or color 
resident within the affected· area shall, for 
one year and thereafter until the court sub
sequently finds that such a pattern or prac
tice has ceased, be entitled, upon his appli
cation therefor, to an order declaring him 
qualified to vote, upon proof that at any 
election or elections (1) he is qualified un
der State law to vote, and (2) he has been 
(A) deprived of or denied under color of law 
the opportunity to register to vote or other- . 
wise to qualify to vote, or (B) found not 
qualified to vote by any person acting under 
color of law. Such order shall be effective as 
to any election held within the longest 
period for which such applicant could have 
been registered or otherwise qualified under 
State law at which the applicant's qualifica
tions would under State law entitle him to 
vote.'" 

J4AY APPO~ REFEREES 
.H 'Notwithstanding any inconsistent pro

vision of State law or the action of any 
State officer or court, an applicant so de
clared qualified to vote shall be permitted to 
vote in any such election. The Attorney 
General shall cause to be transmitted certi
fied copies of such order to the appropriate 
election officers. The refusal by any such 
omcer with notice of such order to permit 
any person so declared qualified to vote, to 
vote at an appropriate election shall con
stitute contempt of court. 

"'An application for an order pursuant 
to this subsection shall be heard within ten 
days, and the execution of any order dis
posing of such application shall not be stayed 
if the effect of such stay would be to delay 
the effectiveness of the order beyond the 
date of any election at which the applicant 
would otherwise be enabled to vote. 

"'The court may appoint one or more 
persons, to be known as voting referees, to 
serve for such period as the courts shall de
termine, to receive such applications and to 
take evidence and report to the court find
ings as to whether or not at any election 

or elections (1) any such applicant is quali
fied under State law to vote, and (2) he has 
been (A) deprived of or denied under color 
of law the opportunity to register to vote 
or otherwise to qualify to vote, or (B) found 
not qualified to vote by any person acting 
under color of law. In a proceeding bef9re 
a voting referee, the applicant shall be heard 
ex parte. His statement under oath shall 
be prima facie evidence as to his age, resi
dence, and his prior efforts to register or 
otherwise qualify to vote. Where proof of 
literacy or an understanding of other sub
jects is required by valid provisions of State 
law, the answer of the applicant, if written, 
shall be included in such report to the 
court; if oral, it shall be taken down 
stenographically and a transcription included 
in such report to the court. 

" 'Upon receipt of such report, the court 
shall cause the Attorney General to transmit 
a copy thereof to the State Attorney Gen
eral and to each party to such proceeding 
together with an order to show cause within 
10 days, or such shorter time as the court 
may fix, why an order of the court· should not 
be entered in accordance with such report. 
Upon the expiration of such period, such 
order shall be entered unless prior to that 
time there has been filed with the court 
and served upon all parties a statement of 
exceptions to such report. Exceptions as to 
matters of fact shall be considered only if 
supported by duly verified copy of a public 
record or by affidavit of persons having per
sonal knowledge of such facts; those relating 
to matters of law shall be supported by an 
appropriate memorandum of law. The issues 
of fact and law raised by such exceptions 
shall be determined by the court, or, if the 
due and speedy administration of justice 
requires, they may be referred to the voting 
referee to determine in accordance with pro
cedures prescribed ·by the court. A hearing 
as to an issue of fact shall be held only in 
the event that the amdavits in support of the 
exception disclose the existence of a genuine 
issue of material fact. The applicant's liter
acy and understanding of other subjects 
shall be determined solely on the basis of 
answers included in the report of the voting 
referee.'" 

UNITED STATES TO PAY REFEREES 
" 'The court, or at its direction the voting 

referee, shall issue to each applicant so de
clared qualified a certificate identifying the 
holder thereof as a person so qualified. · 

" 'The court may authorize such referee 
or such other person or persons as it may 
designate (1) to attend at any time and 
place for holding any election and to report 
whether any such person declared qualified 
to vote has been denied the right to vote, and 
(2) to attend at any time and place for other 
action relating to such election necessary to 
make effective the vote of such a person and 
to report to the court any action or failure to 
act which would make such vote ineffective. 

"'Any voting referee appointed by the 
court pursuant to this subsection shall to 
the extent not inconsistent herewith have 
all the powers conferred upon a master by · 
rule 53(C) of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure. The compensation to be allowed 
to any persons appointed by the court pur
suant to this subsection shall be fixed by the 
court and shall be payable by the United 
States. 

"'The court shall have authority to make 
an order entitling an applicant to vote pro
visionally pending final determination of 
any exception and to take any other action 
appropriate or necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this subsection and to enforce 
its decrees, and this subsection shall in no 
way be construed as a limitation upon the 
existing powers of the court. 

" 'When used in the subsection, the word 
"vote" includes all action necessary to make 

a vote effective including, but not limited to, 
registration or other action required by State 
law prerequisite to voting, casting a ballot, 
and having such ballot counted and included 
in the appropriate totals of votes cast with 
respect to candidates for public omce and 
propositions for which votes are received in 
an election; the words "affected area." shall 
mean any subdivision of the State in which 
the laws of the State relating to voting are 
or have been to any extent administered by 
a person found in the proceeding to have 
violated subsection (A); and 'the words 
"qualified under State law" shall mean qual
ified according to the laws, customs, or 
usages of the State, and shall not in any 
event, imply qualifications more stringent 
than those used by the persons found in the 
proceeding to have violated subsectit>n (A) 
in qualifying persons other than those of 
the race or color against which the pattern 
or practice of discrimination was found to 
exist.' 

"(B) Add the following sentence at the 
end of subsection (C): 

"'Whenever, in a proceeding instituted 
under this subsection, any official of a State 
or subdivision thereof is alleged to have 
committed any act or practice constituting 
a. deprivation of any right or privilege se
cured by subsection (A), the act or practice 
shall also be deemed that of the State and 
the State may be joined as a party defendant 
and, if prior to the institution of such pro
ceeding, such omcia.l has resigned or has 
been relieved of his omce and no successor 
has assumed such office, the proceeding may 
be instituted against the State.'" 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
in the confusion of broken Senate rules 
we are asked to consider scores of bills, 
many of which we learn about in ad· 
vance only from the newspapers. But in 
general they would~ 

First. Write new meaning into the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Second. Accept the warren Court's in· 
terpretation of the Constitution as the 
supreme law of the land with respect to 
public education. 

Third. Make it a felony to resist War
ren Court decrees. 

Fourth. Bribe state and local omcials 
to conform with warren Court orders. 

Fifth. Open local and State election 
records to a politically appointed Federal 
Attorney General and his representative. 

Sixth. Authorize Federal agents to de· 
cide the qualification of voters in local -
and State elections as well as Federal 
and police the voting and the counting 
of the votes. 

Seventh. Set up the machinery for 
making another try at FEPC Federal 
control over hiring and firing of employ· 
ees in private business. 

CRITICISM OF PRESIDENT'S POSTAL 
RATE INCREASE 

. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish 
to comment on the President's proposal 
for a postal rate increase on the basis 
of information supplied to me by the 
Post Office Department, the latest avail
able figures show that the rates for first 
class mail and airmail show an annual 
surplus of $156 million for the fiscal year 
1959. Yet, these are the rates which 
primarily are to be raised. Second, 
third, and other classes of mail, which are 
primarily for newspapers, magazines, 
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bulk advertising, and business firms, . letters, airmail, and postcards, which as 
show a deficit of $726 million for tha~- I have said, now more than pay their own 
!fiscal year. The latest information way, 
therefore shows a deficit of $569 million I want also to criticize the figures 
which is entirely in the second, third, listed in the fiscal year 1961 budget for 
fourth, and other classes of mail, but not business subsidies. The amount in the 
in first class or airmail. list of expenditures which primarily 

Yet the President is proposing that the benefit private business groups .was esti
first class rates be raised from 4 cents to mated at $864 million in the fiscal year 
5 cents for letters and from 3 cents to 1961 budget compared with $1.4 billion 
4 cents for postcards, and that the air- in fiscal year 1960, or an apparent re
mail rates be raised from 7 cents to 8 duction of about $550 million. The 
cents for letters and from 5 cents to 6 budget on page 917_states: 
cents for postcards. This would produce This decrease reflects mainly the proposed 
an additional $427 million a year in rev- increase in postal rates designed to eliminate 
enues in the classes which already more the postal service deficit now covered by 
than pay their way . . The other classes, budgetary expenditures. 
where the big deficits exist, would be While the President's proposal for 
raised by only $127 million. postal increases fall in the main on non-

There was a deficit of $303 million in business groups and the general public, 
the second class rates, which are those the President's budget deducts these 
for newspapers and magazines, yet the amounts from business subsidies. In 
President's proposals would produce only other words, business groups keep the 
an . additional $46 million in revenues subsidy while the budget states that it 
from this class of mail. is to be reduced. 

It is amazing to me that newspapers, Mr. President, the data provided by 
magazines, and business groups whose the Post Office Department on the sur
editorial policies and trade organizations plus or deficit by class of mail and the 
are most critical of Government sub- President's proposed increases are 
sidies and excessive expenditures should shown in a table which I ask unanimous 
themselves be receiving almost three- consent to have printed at this point in 
quarters of a billion dollars a year in my remarks. 
postal subsidies. The President is now There being no objection, the table 
asking .that this deficit be paid for in the was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
main by increasing the rates on ordinary as follows: 

Fiscal year 1959 actual postal surplus or deficit by class of mail compared with the 
administration's proposals for a postal rat~ increase 

Class of mall 
Fiscal year · 

1959 surplus 
or d~ficit 

1st class ____ _-________ ~ ~------------------- +$135, 350, 391 

Domestic airmaiL----------------------- +21, 455,337 

2d class---------------------------------- -303,455,640 
3d class ~------- - ------------------------- -287, 080, 814 
4th class and other rates__________________ -136,086,012 

Deficit on 2d, 3d, 4th, and other-classes __ -726, 622, 466 

President's proposals 

Proposal Revenue 
increase 

MiUions 
Increase from 4 to 5 cents on letters and 3 to +$409 

4 cents on postcards. 
Increase from 7 to 8 cents on letters and 5 to + 18 

In~r~e~~s b; U0~~~rg~~ piece_------- -- ------ +46 
Bulk rate increase of average of 24 percent___ +85 
Increases, all other rates_____________________ +25 

Total increase ___ _____________________ _ 
Offset for reduced yields due to composition 

of mail. 

583 
29 

Surplus on 1st class and airmaiL •••••••• 156, 805,728 Net increase for fiscal year 1961. ••• ---------- 554 

Net deficit, fiscal year 1959 ______________ _ -569, 816, 738 

t Increases in rates primarily for 3d class during fiscal year 1959 would have raised revenues on a full year basis. 
But the predicted deficit for fiscal year 1961 nevertheless is $554,000,000 for all classes of mail. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
which I addressed to the Postmaster 
General under date of February 3, 1960, 
asking for information on revenues and 
expenses; together with the reply from 
the Post Office Department and a table 
supplied by them, may be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and table were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.O., February3,1960. 

Hon. ARTHUR E. SUMMERFIELD, 
Postmaster General, 
Post Office Department, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR _POSTMASTER GENEJW.: ·In Jmi budget 
proposals for fiscal1961, the President has re
quested a further increase in first-class ·post-

age rates and in other postage fees in order 
to eliminate the prospective deficit for the 
Post Office Department. 

The Joint Economic Committee has there· 
sponsibility to report to the Congress its 
evaluation of the President's budget and 
Economic Report. Before it is possible for us 
to appraise the proposal for an increase in 
postal rates, we need to have information 
concerning the source of the deficit of the 
Department's operations. · 

Would you, therefore, please provide us 
promptly with a breakdown of revenues and 
expenses by class of mail for the fiscal years 
1959 and 1960, and the estimated revenues 
and expenses by class of mail for fiscal 1961? 

This information is essential to us before 
we can properly recommend what action 
should be taken and it is needed very quickly. 

With best wishes. 
· Sincerely yours, 

PAVL H. DouGLAS, 
Chairman. 

FEBRUARY 11, 1960. 
Hon. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, 
Chai rman, Joint Economic Committee, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D:C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Postmaster Gen• 
eral has asked me to reply to your letter 
of February 3 and I am enclosing an advance 
copy of exhibit I from our cost ascertain
ment report for fiscal 1959 which is 1,1ow 
being printed. This exhibit shows the postal 
revenues and obligations by classes of mail 
and service for fiscal 1959. In addition, the 
exhibit carries hypothetical amounts show
ing the estimated effect on the revenue/cost 
relationships for the individual classes of 
mail of currently authorized maximum rate 
increases and certain authorized operating 
cost increases at the 1959 level of operations. 
The percentage coverages of adjusted obli
gations by adjusted revenues shown on the 
exhibit for the individual classes of mail 
represent the latest data that we have on 
this subject. 

The Post Office Department does not or· 
dinarily attempt to break out its budget 
estimaJtes by classes of mail except as to 
revenue. For fiscal 1961, these appear on 
page 766 of the President's budget. The al
location of costs by classes of mail is a tre
mendous undertaking involving a great host 
of quantitative tests, analyses, and alloca
tions which literally take months to com
plete after the close of the fiscal year. To 
attempt to make such analyses of budget 

. estimates would require not only a great deal 
of work but the use of many assumptions 
which would have to be so tenuous as to 
render the results of little practical value . . 

The Postal Policy Act of 1958, Public Law 
85-426, approved May 27, 1958, while provid
ing that the postal service as a whole should 
be self-supporting, except with respect to 
public service losses for which specific ap- . 
propriations would be made, recognized the 
principle of differential pricing for certain 
classes of mail. Specifically the act provided 
that postage for first-class mail should be 
sufficient to cover the entire amount of the 
expense allocated to it, plus an additional 
amount representing the fair value of all 
extraordinary and preferential service, facili· 
ties, and factors relating thereto. Cost, 
.therefore, is only one of the factors to be 
considered by the Congress in fixing postal 
rates and the extent of the loss on individual" 
classes of mail is not necessarily a guide 
as to the rate adjustments that should be 
made except in the case of zone rate fourth
class mail, the revenue from which is re
quired to be within 4 percent of the cost. 

The overall postal deficit of $554 million 
shown in the President's budget for 1961 
after allowing for reimbursements for public 
service losses, is the target toward which our 
rate proposals now in process of submission 
to the Congress are directed. The propos~ls 
will include increases in all major classes of 
mail, the rates for which are fixed by law. 
When introduced, the bills of course will be 
referred to the appropriate legislative com
mittees and it is our hope that hearings 
thereon will shortly thereafter be held. We 
will be happy to provide your committee 
with any material that we submit to the 
legislative committees at the time of these 
hearings if you would be interested in re
ceiving it. 

I am sorry that I am not able to provide 
you with any projections on cost coverage 
for the various classes of mail other than 
those shown on the enclosed exhibit. In its 
presentation on rates before the Congress, 
the Department has consistently used data 
based on current and historical experience-

With kindest regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

HYDE GILLETTE, 
Assistant Postmaster General. 
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ExHIBIT I.-Comparison of revenue and obligations by cla8aes of mail 'and tervices, fiscal year 1959 

[N OTE.-The di1Ierence between revenu~ and obligations is not necessarily the only measure of the adeqUacy of postal rates. · For example, see the Postal Policy Act of 19sS 
· (72 Stilt. 134 et seq. title of Public Law 85-426) for other factors that in some cases are to be considered for this. plll'poSe which are outside o.f the scope of the annual cost ascer-

tainment report] · · 

• Class of mail or service 

Actual 
revenues 1 

(I) 

Actual 
obligations t 

(2) 

57,073,023 

3,009,110 
23,631 

Total Government maiL------------------------- 68, 451, 000 60, 105, 764 
Free for the blind..----------------------------------------- ---------------- 1, 276, 263 

A~fustments to sh<lw assumed 
effect of currently .authorized . 

Actual revenues ; changes if they bad been in Adjusted reve-
under (-) or effect for the entire fiscal year nues under (.-) 

over ( +) actual 1959 a or over ( +) ad-
obligations l-------r------l justeJ0~liga-

. Additional 
revenues' 

{3) (4) 

+9,076,977 1,076,000 

Additional 
obligations a 

(5) 

682,000 

-_!~; g~ --------~-000- ---------~~:~-

{6) 

-26, 879, 000 

+9,471,000 

-745,000 
+180,000. 

Percent 
coverage of. 
adjusted 

obligations 
by adjusted 

revenues · 

(7) 

116 

76 

+8,345,236 
-1,276,263 

1,280.000 
1, 293,000 

719, 000 +S. 906, 000 115 
17,000 ---------------- --------------1==========1=========1============1==========1=========1============1========= 

Total. domestic maiL-------------------------------- 2, 723, 332, 575 3, 286, 080, 340 
International maiL----------------------:------------------ 97, 940, 396 105, 829, 777 

Total, an malls-------------------------: ·------------ 2, 821,272,971 3, 391,910,117 -570,637,146 
Special services--------------------------------------------- 242, 124,937 2

1
52,7, 9

3
fa', io3~ -15,822,169 

---------------- ---------------- ---------------- --------~----~ 

Unassignable revenues and obligations. --------------------- 11, 890, 701 -422, 732 ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- -------------· 
1------------1-----------1-----------1 

Total mails and special services----------------------- 3, 075,288,609 3, 662,170,656 -586,882,047 
Non postal services for other agencies-----------------------

1 
____ 1_, 7_42 __ , 4_7"""?_

1 
____ 1_9,_9_7_7,_668_

1 
__ -._1_8_, 2_3_5, __ 1_98_

1
-_._--_-_-_--_-_--_-_-_--_-

1
_-_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_-_-

1 1
_--_-_-_--_-_---------_-_--_

1
_-_-_--_-_-_--_-_------· 

Grand total, all operations---------------------------- 3, 077,031,079 3, 682,148,324 -605,117,245 
Deductions: 

Indemnity claims_------------------------------------- 6, 994, 370 5, 994, 370 
Embossed envelopes purchased------------------------- 8, 638, 910, 8, 638, 910 
Losses and cbargeoffs.-------·-------------------------- 270, 487 270, 487 
International money order expenses .------------------- 104,760 104,760 
Airmail transportation reimbursements----------------- 21, 114, 030 21, 114, 030 
N onpostal reimbursements----------------------------- 1, 742, 470 1, 742, 470 
Miscellaneous revenues and obligations offsets.------·--- 3, 915, 244 3, 916, 244 

Net postal operations as stated in Postmaster Gen· 
eral's annual report.------------------------------- 3, 036, 250, 808 3, 640, 368, 053 

1 See exhibit 10 for details ofrevenue concessions at postage rates in effect for 1959 
totaling $39,347,000 made to certain users of the mail as required by law. 

• Includes building improvements and rehabilitation, equipment and research 
recorded on an obligations-incurred basis, but does not include any provision for 
accrued depreciation, or costs incurred by other Government agencies as follows: 

---------------- ---------------- ___________ -;;.. ____ -------------------------------

---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- --------------
-606, 117,245 ---------------- ___ , ____________ ---------------- --------------

Reimbursements for public services that would have been received for 
1959 transactions at the ultimate rates using the concepts and proce-
dures adopted by the Congress in the 1960 Post Office Department 
Appropriation (Public Law 86-39)----~---------------·-------~-------- $52.0 

TotaL.---------------------------------------------------------- 280. 3 Million8 
Workmen's compensation costs----------------------------------------- $4.6 
Custodial costs and alterations, and repairs to post office buildings______ 21. 7 

• The additional obligations shown give cost .increases authorized through Novem
ber 1959 applied to fiscal year 1959 level of activity for-

Unemployment compensation costs------------------------------------· 11. 0 
Miscellaneous costs, other agencies------------------------------------- 2. 2 

TotaL------------------------------------------------------------ 39. 4 
a Hypothetical amounts showing estimated effect, based on 1959 level of activity 

on the revenue/cost relationship. by individual classes of mail of currently authorized 
maximum rate increases and certain authorized operating cost increases. The 
aggregate of the results shown in col. (6) is not indicative of overall futm-e fund d&
ficiencies since no effect bas been given to other future factors such as changes in 
mail volume, shifts to lower priced classes or subclasses of mail, and the funds required 
for the postal modernization program instituted in fiscal year 1960 with an initial 
appropriation of $80,000,000. 

• Additional revenues calculated on the basis of1959 level of activity include the 
following: 

. Milliom 
Ultimate e1Iect of all rate increases authorized by law or approved by the 

Interstate Commerce Commission through November 1959 __________ $229. 0 
Reclassification from 4th to 3d class of revenue from parcels and 

catalogs under 1 pound for July 1958 (Public Law 85-426): 
Deducted from 4th class •• ----------------------·----------· -$2.4 
Added to 3d class.---------------------------··-·---------·- ·+1- 7 

-.7 

. MiUitm8 
Health insurance program (effective July 9, 1960>---------------------- $37.2 
Extension of life insurance coverage for employees over age 65 (effective 

Oct. 3, 1959). -------------------------------------------------------· . 4 
Increase gasoline tax at 1 cent per gallon (effective Oct. 1, 1959)________ .6 
Transportation of military mails to Alaska and Hawaii without reim-

bursement (effective Nov. 16, 19W} • • -------------------------------- • 7 
Increased rates, foreign mail transportation and foreign terminal charges 

(effective fiscal year 1960)-------------------------------------------- 1. 7 
Western railroad rate increase effective July 1959.·---------------·--- 7. 0 

Total-----------------------------------------------------------· 47. 5 
• Additional obligations include adjustments for reclasslftcation from 4th class to 

3d class of costs of _parcels and catalogs under 1 pound amounting to $3,400,000 for 
July 1958 (Public Law 85-426). 

7 Penalty mail Jncludes Government Printing Office mailings of CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and other documents sent at congressional request, at a cost of $385,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, an ar
ticle published in the Wall Street Jour
nal of Wednesday, February 17, 1960, 
gave some figures slightly different from 
those I have used for the proposed postal 
increase. However, I have today checked 
those figures with the Bureau of the 
Budget and have been informed that 
the figures I have given with respect 
to the estimated revenues from the new 
proposals are correct. 

SENATE INCONSISTENCY was an aid bill, a · Federal program to 
help the States, not a device to interfere 
with State· educational laws, institutions, 
or administration. This assurance was 
specifically spelled out in section 3 of" 
that·bm, which_ provided as follows: 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, during 
our consideration of the so-called civil 
rights bills I think it 1s ·our duty,. and 
that it will be necessary from time to 
time, to point out glaring inconsistencies 
in the legislative action taken by the 
Senate. When the Federal aid to school 
construction bill-S. 8-was brought up, 
repeated assurances were given that it 

In the admlnfstration of this Act, no de
partment, agency, omcer, or employee of the 
United States shall exercise any direction. 
supervision. or control over the policy deter
mination, personnel, curriculum, program 
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of instructio11, or _ the . administration pr op
eration of any school or sch~l system. 

This bill passed the Senate on Feb
ruary 4, 1960. 

Yet now we have before us ~ pro:
posal, introduced in all seriousness, to 
provide for a temporary Federal confis
cation of school buildings constructed 
with Federal-aid funds. It requires af
firmative State action to get the build
ing back from Federal control. I op
posed s. 8 because of this very fear. My 
fear was well grounded. 

These provisions are found in the 
amendments to H.R. 8315 proposed by 
the minority leader to section 205. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD an excerpt from this pro
posal. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(3) Section 10 of such Act is further 
amended by inserting "(a)" after "SEc. 10.'' 
and by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) Whenever the Commissioner deter
mines that-
. "(1) any school facilities with respect to 
which payments were made under section 7 
of this Act, pursuant to an application ap
proved under section 6 after the enactment 
of this subsection, are not being used by 
a local educational agency for the provision 
of free public education, and 

"(2) such facilities are needed in the pro
vision of minimum facilities under subsec
tion (a). 
he shall notify such agency of such deter
mination and shall thereupon be entitled to 
possession of such facilities for purposes of 
subsection (a), on such terms and condi
tions as may be prescribed in regulations of 
the Commissioner. Such ·regulations shall 
include provision for payment of rental in an 
amount which bears the same relationship to 
what, in the judgment of the Commissioner, 
is a reasonable rental for such faclllties as 
the non-Federal share of the cost of con
struction of such facilities bore to the total 
cost of constuction thereof (including the 
cost of land and off-site improvements), ad
justed to take into consideration the de
preciation in the value of the fac111ties and 
such other factors as :the Commissioner 
deems relevant. Upon application by the lo
cal educational agency for the school district 
in which such fac111ties are situated and de
termination by the Commissioner that such 
agency is able and willing -to provide suit
able free public education for the children 
in the school district of such agency to 
whom section 10 is applicable, or upon de
termination by the Commissioner that such 
fac111ties are no longer needed for purposes 
of subsection (a), possession of the facilities 
shall be returned to such agency. Such re
turn -shall be effected at such time as, in 
the judgment of the Commissioner, will be 
in the best interest of the ch~ldren who are 
receiving free public education in such fa
cllities, and in the light of the objectives of 
this Act and the commitments made to per
sonnel employed in connection with opera
tion of such facilities pursuant to arrange
ments made by the Commissioner.'' . 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. this 
proposed section does not refer to the 
bill passed by the Senate on February 4, 
but it makes reference to another pro
vision of law whereby there is a Federal 
program for contributions to school 
buildings. The procedures are the same. 
Such provisions speak for themselves. 

After clearly announcing a specific and 
firm policy of no Federal control of 
schools, even though the Federal Govern
merit contributed to the cost of the 
buildings, a few days later· it is proposed 
to reverse that policy, take over the 
.buildings, and -put the burden of proof 
.on the States to regain possession of the 
buildings, if possible. 

NAVY DROPS HAIFA CLAUSE 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, yes

terday the Department of the Navy in
formed me that they intend to drop the 
so-called Haifa clause in their contracts 
with American shippers. 

This clause has in recent weeks been 
.the subject of considerable controversy\ 
In effect, it states that a shipper who has 
traded with Israel and who contracts 
with the Navy bears the full responsi
bility if he cannot fulfill his Navy con
tract because his cargo is boycotted by 
the Arab nations. 

Many Americans protested this clause 
because to them it seemed to put the 
Navy in the embarrassing position of 
tacitly endorsing and enforcing the Arab 
boycott of shippers who trade with Israel. 

A number of Members of congress, in
cluding myself, protested to the Secre
tary of the Navy and urged that the 
Haifa clause be eliminated. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that my 
letter on this subject of January 29, 1960, 
to Secretary of the Navy William B. 
Franke, be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JANUARY 29, 1960. 
Hon. Wn.LIAM B. FRANKE, 
Secretary of the Navy, Department of the 

Navy, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In a recent news 

story it was reported that the Navy includes 
cancellation clauses in its contracts with 
U.S. fiag ships to take into account the 
Arab boycott of Israel. As I understand 
it, what this means is that if an American 
shipper has traded with Israel, and if as 
a result Arab nations boycott his vessels, 
he is obligated by a special clause in doing 
business with the Navy to cancel his con
tract and in some instances also to substi
tute another and exactly similar ship to the 
Navy. 
. In recent weeks, many people have com

mented . to the effect that this policy puts 
the Navy in the position of enforcing and 
indirectly supporting the Arab boycott of 
ships that trade with Israel. The New York 
Times in an editorial on this subject re
corded, "shock to learn that the U.S. Navy 
1s supinely accommodating itself to the 
Arab boycott of ships trading with Israel.'' 

Reports and comments on the Navy's pol
icy in this matter are quite disturbing to 
me. I would appreciate it if you would 
spell out more clearly and clarify the posi
tion of the Navy on this matter. I have 
three questions in mind which I should 
very much like to have answered. They 
are: 

·1. What are the reasons behind this om
cia! pronouncement of Navy policy which 
to many people seems to have the effect 
of backhandedly and subtly endorsing the 
Arab boycott of American ships trading with 
Israel? 

2. Does the Navy intend 1n this way to 
indicate omcia.l or tacit a.pprova.l of · t.b.1s 
boycott? 

- 3. What, if any, steps have been taken by 
the Navy to protect the Arab boycott in 
general and to deal with the specific rami
fications of the Navy's shipping policy. to
ward American shippers who do business 
with Israel? 

I appreciate your attention to this matter 
and will look forward to hearing from you. 

Very sincerely yours, 
KENNETH B .. KEATING. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Secretary's 
reply to this letter, in which he notes 
that the Navy intends to drop the Haifa 
clause, together with a memorandum 
sent by him, be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection. the letter 
and memorandum were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
MU..ITARY SE.\ TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR KEATING: The Secretary 
of the Navy has forwarded to me for direct 
reply your letter of January 29, 1960, con
cerning the .New York Times article of Jan
uary 20, "U.S. Contract Aids Boycott of 
Israel." 

I believe the newspaper article reflects a 
misunderstanding of the purpose and effect 
of the Navy contract clause discussed. To 
avoid any further misunderstanding, the 
Navy is discontinuing the use of the clause. 

For your information, I have prepared the 
attached memorandum which I trust wlll 
give you a more complete picture. 

If I may be of further service to you, please 
do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROY A. GANO, 

Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy,· Commandef', 
Military Sea Transportation Service. 

USE OF THE SO-CALLED HAIFA CLAUSE BY THE 
NAVY'S MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERV• 
ICE-MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR KEATING 
1. Issue: Recently in newspaper editorials 

and news comments and in correspondence 
addressed to the White House, to the Secre
tary of Defense, to the Secretary of the Navy 
and to Members of Congress, there has been 
a condemnation of the use by the M111tary 
Sea Transportation Service (MSTS) of what 
is known as the Haifa clause. Bills have 
been introduced in Congress to prohibit its 
use in Government contracts. Critical com
ments range from the accusation that the 
clause constitutes a boycott by the Govern
ment of ships that have traded with Israel to 
the allegation that the Government, by its 
use of the clause, is recognizing omcially the 
Arab boycott or is supinely accommodating 
itself to such a boycott. 
· 2. The Haifa clause: The standard clause 
used in MSTS contracts for tankers calling at 
Persian Gulf ports is: 

"(a) In event the vessel is prevented from 
loading or discharging in any port by the 
local authorities because of the vessel hav
ing previously traded with Israel, the char
terer shall have the option: 

" ( 1) To cancel the charter as of the date 
loading is refused or after discharge at an
other port, 

"(2) To require the substitution of an
other vessel of similar size, class, condition of 
tanks or cargo holds, a.nd in a similar 
position, 

"(3) To nominate other loading or dis
charging port or ports. 

"Expenses incurred by the charterer 1n 
exercising an option shall be for the account 
of the owner ... 

3. Background: Thls clause has been used 
1n appropriate MSTS charters . since the 
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spring of 1958. It was adopted only after 
considerable discussion within MSTS and 
with the tanker industry and after rejection 
of several suggested alternatives. The lm:
mediate spur to the .institution of its use 
was the National Peacelncident ln December 
1957. The National Peace had been char
tered by MSTS to carry Navy special fuel oil 
from Ras Tanura, Saudi Arabia, to Manila. 
Port oftlclals at Ras Tanura discovered that 
the vessel had previously, under the ·name of 
S.S. Memory, traded with Israel; they refused 
to permit the vessel to load. After. some 
time, when it became quite obvious that the 
vessel would no_t be able to perform her con
tract, MSTS was forced to cancel and charter 
another vessel to fulfill this operational re
quirement. The vessel owners claimed d~m
ages from MSTS In the amount of $160,000 
and upon disallowance of this claim, sued in 
the Federal courts. This suit is pending. 

4. What the clause does: By law, with 
or without the clause, a voyage charterer 
may cancel the contract in a situation 
wherein the owner is unable to present his 
ship ready and able to perform the voyage for 
which he contracted. For that reason, in
ability on the part of a ship to enter th~ 
specifted port and load the cargo due ~0 a 
boycott (just or unjust) works great finan
cial hardship on the shipowner. It also re
sults in financial loss to the cargo owner, 
who must continue to store and care for the 
cargo and position another ·Ship. Where 
vital military cargo such as aviation fuel is 
concerned, a substantial delay in delivery 
also presents serious problems in the main
tenance of the defense posture. The clause 
used by MSTS is not considered by ship
owners as any more severe than a charter 
without the clause. However, it puts ship
owners on notice that ships that have trade~ 
with Israel may not be permitted by certain 
countries to come into their ports. It spells 
out the options that the Government may 
pursue in such a situation. It is thus of 
some assistance to the Government in pre
venting offerings of ships that would be 
unable to load important .cargoes of petrole
um products. It is of help to those ship
owners who might unknowingly undertake 
a service they cannot perform. 

5. WhBit the clause does not do: Contrary 
to the various expressions of public concern, 
the clause does not; 

(a) Preclude any vessel owner from 
bidding on a Government charter. Any 
owner of a vessel that has traded with Israel 
and who is prepared to take the calculated 
risk may offer his ship. 

(b) Assist any boycott in any manner. 
The test of this statement is simple: Elim.-
1nation of the clause would not change by 
one iota the posture of the boycott or the 
status of any vessel offered to MSTS. Its 
ellmination would not enable any vessel to 
get into any port otherwise barred to it. Its 
elimination would not enable any vessel to 
perform that could not otherwise perfo!m. 

(c) Require a vessel owner to choose be
tween serving Arab countries or IsraeL 
(Such an allegation has been made.) The 
clause does not forbid trading with Israel. 
It cautions owners who have previously ma.Ele 
a choice to trade with Israel of the risk of 
Arab boycott. 

6. The clause was adopted with no inten
tion to give support to any political boycott. 
It was deemed advantageous to both the 
Government and shipowners. However, 
MSTS can accomplish its mission without 
using the clause. Inasmuch as 1t has been 
mistakenly construed as providing some 
solace to the Arab boycott imposed on per
sons trading with Israel, the Navy will dis
continue its use. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Navy has decided to 
clarify its position on this highly com
plex and controversial issue. I congrat-

ulate the Secretary and all others re
. sponsible for this qecision. The Depart
·ment has indicated that it does not feel 
' that the policy iri this regard actually 
constituted an endorsement of the Arab 
boycott. This is fully discussed in the 
·Secretary's letter which I have just in
serted in the REcORD. I am glad that the 
Navy took this opportunity to explain 
their reasons for this policy. However, 
I feel strongly that the situation has 
changed significantly since this policy 
·was established. , 
. Concern over the Arab boycott of Is
rael shipping, particularly with regard to 
the ban on Israeli ships and Israeli car
goes using the Suez Canal, has mounted. 
'The Secretary General of the United Na
tions, Mr. Dag Hammarskjold, in a state~ 
ment made yesterday,. was pessimistic in 
commenting on the "deteriorating" sit
uation in the Mideast, especially as to 
relations between Israel and Egypt with 
regard to the Suez. Mr. Hammarskjold'S 
comments followed upon a strong and 
abusive statement by General Nasser to 
·the effect that the Arab Republic would 
never allow Israeli ships to use the Suez 
Canal. 

Mr. President, in this context of ten
sion and bitterness, there is no question 
that a U.S. Navy policy which appeared 
to imply support of the Arab boycott 
was bound to cause great confusion. 
Whether or not the Navy's policy actu
ally supported the Arab boycott is not 
so iniportant as is the fact that a great 
many informed Americans, including 
leading newspapers, interpreted the 
Navy's policy in this way. In light of 
this widespread interpretation, namely 
that the Haifa clause implied support of 
the Arab boycott, the Navy was cer
tainly wise in discontinuing its use. I 
commend the Secretary for his willing
ness to discard this clause, not because 
he felt it to be wrong, but because he 
recognized that such a policy could not 
help but confuse and undermine Ameri
can relations with Israel and with every 
nation in the world which is concerned 
about General Nasser's bitter and totally 
inexcusable boycott of Israeli shipping. 

Mr. President, Secretary Franke has 
put to rest the fears of many Americans. 
The Arab Republic's boycott interference 
with the free flow of trade through one. 
of the world's most important and criti
cal waterways cannot be tolerated. This· 
boycott has contributed greatly to the 
tension and unrest in the Middle East. 
It has burdened the commerce of our 
friend and ally, the great nation of 
Israel and has hampered this nation's 
vigorous drive to build a sound economy 
and to provide for the welfare of its 
citizens. 

Mr. President, I conclude by repeating 
that I was greatly pleased yesterday to 
learn that the Navy has dropped its 
Haifa clause. In doing so, the Navy has 
clearly and forthrightly acted to elimi
nate confusion as to America's attitude 
toward the United Arab Republic's un
reasonable and inexcusable obstruction 
of the commerce of the world. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . 

Mr. KEATING. I yield with the un-. 
derstanding that I do not lose my right 
to the floor. 

- Mi-. HUMPHREY. First, I commend 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York for his remarks ·relating to the ac
tion of the Department of the Navy in 
remoVing what iS commonly called the 
Haifa clause from contracts for oil tank
ers calling at Persian Gulf ports. I have 
received a similar notice, as the Senator 
kriows, from the Department of the 
Navy, relating to its removal of this ob
·jectionable clause. I was greatly con
cerned upon learning last month of the 
inclusion of such a clause in MSTS con
tracts, and I immediately inquired of the 
Navy on this matter. 

On February 4 I received in reply a 
letter dated February 3 from Vice Adm. 
Roy A. Gano, commander of the Mili
tary Sea Transportation Service, to
gether with a memorandum on the sub
ject "Use of the Haifa Clau8e by the 
),{STS.'' 

This afternoon I received a· hand-de
livered letter and memorandum from 
Vice Admiral Gano informing me. that 
the clauSe has been discontinued. 

I ask unanimouS co~ent that the 
Navy Department's replies of February 3 
and February 19 and the attached memo~ 
randums relating to the use of the Haifa 
clause be printed at this point in the 
REcoRD, in connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter~ 
and ·memorandums were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD,. as follows: · 

DEPARTMENT OJ' TID: NAVY, 
M:it.ITAnY sEA TRANSPORT sEnvics, 

WasMrt!Jton, D.a ... February3,1960. , 
Hon. HuBEBT H. HUMPHBZY~ 
U.S. Senate, 
washtngton, D .a. 
~ MY DEAR SENATOR HUliPH1tEY: Your ln• 
quiry to the omce of Legislative Llatson of 
the Navy concerning the New York Times 
:news item of January 21, 1960, enti.tled "U.S. 
Contract Aids Boycott of Israel," has bee~ 
forwarded to me for comment. 

In my opinion, the New York Tlmes news 
reflects a. considerable misunderstand-

. ing of the contract provision in question and 
of the Military Sea Transportation Service's 
attitude. It has resulted in other news re
ports of a somewhat simllar nature and in 
a great many inquiries ad,.dr~ed to the Navy. 
_ For your information, I have prepared. the 
•ttached memorandum which I think gives 
a more accurate picture. I hope that you 
will find it sufHcient for your purpose. Please 
can on me for any additional information. 
you may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
RoTA. GANO, 

Vtce Admiral, U.S. Navy; Commander, 
Military Set~ Transportation Sermce. 

USE OJ' HAIFA CLAUSE BY MSTS-MEllrlORA.NDUM: 
• FOR SENATOR HUMPHREY 

1. Issue: During the past week in news
paper editorials and news comments and in 
correspondence addressed to the. White 
House, to the Secretary of Defense, to the 
Secretary of the Navy and to Members of 
Congress, there has been a . condemnation 
of the use by MSTS of what 1s known as the 
Haifa clause. Mr. CELLEB introduced a 
blll (H.R. 9808) to ·prohibit its use 1n Gov
ernment contracts. These critical comments 
range from the accusation that the clause 
constitutes a boycott by the Government 
of ships that have traded with ISrael to the 
allegation :that the Government, by its use 
Q:f the clause, 1s recognizing oflicially the. 
Arab boycott or is supinely accommodating 
itself to such a boycott. 
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2. The Haifa clause: The standard .clause 

used in MSTS contrQ.cts for tankers calling 
at Persian Gul! ports is:J · 

'.'(a) In event the vessel 1s prevented:from. 
loading or discharging in any port , by the 
local authorities because of the vessel having 
previously traded with Israel, the charterer 
shall have the option: . 

" ( 1) To cancel the charter as of the date 
loading is refused or after discharge at an
other port, 

"(2) To require the substitution of an
other vessel of similar size, class, condition 
of tanks or cargo holds, and in a similar po
sition, 

"(3) To nominate other loading or dis
charging port or ports. 

"Expenses incurred by the charterer in 
exercising an option shall be for the account 
of the owner." 

3. Background. This clause has been used 
1n appropriate MSTS charters since the 
spring of 1958. It was adopted only after 
considerable discussion within MSTS and 
with the tanker industry and after rejec
tion of several suggested alternatives. The 
immediate spur to the institution of its use 
was the National Peace incident in December 
1957. The National Peace had been chartered 
by MSTS to carry Navy special fuel oil from 
Ras Tanura, Saudi Arabia to Manila. Port 
officials at Ras Tanura discovered that the 
vessel had previously, under the name of 
ss Memory, traded with Israel; they re
fused to permit the vessel to load. After 
some time, when it became quite obvious 
that the vessel would not be able to per
form her contract, MSTS was forced to can
cel and charter another vessel to fulfill this 
operational requirement. The vessel owners 
claimed damages from MSTS in the amount 
of $160,000 and upon disallowance of this 
claim, sued in the Federal courts. This suit 
is pending. . 

4. What the clause does: The National 
Peace incident stressed the advisability of 
adopting a provision in MSTS invitation for 
vessel offerings and in the ensuing charters 
that would tend to protect MSTS from aves
sel's inab1llty to accomplish an operational 
requirement as well as against the possibility 
of money loss-. The provision itself. is not 
any more severe in law upon the shipowner 
than the contract would be- without such a 
provision. It puts shipowners on notice that 
ships that have traded with Israel may not 
be permitted by certain countries to come 
into their ports; it spells out the options that 
the Government may pursue in such a sit
uation. It is thus of some assistance to the 
Government in preventing offerings of ships 
that would be unable to load important car
goes. of petroleum products. It is of help. 
to those shipowners who might unknowingly 
undertake a service they cannot perform. 

5. What the clause does not do: Contrary 
to the various expressions of public concern,. 
the clause does not: 

(a) Preclude any vessel owner from bidding 
on a Government charter. Any owner of a 
vessel that has traded with Israel and who 
is prepared to take the calculated risk may 
offer his ship. 

(b) Assist any boycott in any manner. The 
test of this statement is simple: Elimination 
of the clauSe would not change by one iota 
the posture of the boycott or the status of 
any vessel offered to MSTS. Its elimination 
would not enable any vessel to get into any 
port otherwise barred to it. Its elimination 
would not enable any vessel to perform that. 
could not otherwise perform. 

(c) Require a vessel owner to choose be
tween'serving Arab countries or Israel. (Such 
an allegation has been made.) The clause 
does not forbid trading with Israel. It cau
tions owners who have previously made a 
choice to trade with Israel of the risk ~ 
Arab boycott. 
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D!:PABTMEN";L' OJ' THE NAVY, 
MlLITABY 8EA TBANSPD~TATION SERVICE, 

· Washington, D.O., February 19, 1960. 
Bon. HUBERT H. HtTMPHREY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Since my 
iast letter to you of February 3, 1960, there 
have been further developments concerning 
the so-called Haifa clause, in which I believe 
you would be interested. Correspondence 
has indicated some misunderstanding of the 
clause by the public. To avoid any further 
misunderstanding, the Navy is discontinuing 
the use of the clause. 

For your information, I have prepared the 
enclosed memorandum which I trust will 
give you a more correct picture. 

If I may be of further service to you, please 
do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROYA.GANO, 

Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy; Commander, 
Military Sea Transportation Service. 

USE OJ' THE So-CALLED HAIJ'A CLAUSE BY THE 
NAVY'S MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERV• 

. ICE--MEMORANDUM J'OR SENATOR HUMPHREY 
1. Issue: Recently in newspaper editorials 

and news comments and in correspondence 
addressed to the White House, to the Secre
tary of Defense, to the Secretary of the Navy 
and to Members of Congress, there has 
been a condemnation of the use by the 
Military Sea Transportation Service (MSTS) 
of what is known as the Haifa clause. Bills 
have been introduced in Congress to prohibit 
its use in Government contracts. Critical 
comments range from the accusation that 
the clause constitutes a boycott by the Gov-
ernment of ships that have traded with Is
rael to the allegation that the Government, 
by its use of the clause, is recognizing offi
cially the Arab boycott or is supinely accom
modating itself to such a boycott. · 

2. The Haifa clause: The standard clause 
used in MSTS contracts for tankers calling 
at Persian Gulf ports is: 

"(a) In event the vessel is prevented from 
loading or discharging in any port by the 
local authorities because of the vessel hav
ing previously traded with Israel, the chart
erer shall have the option: 

"(1) To cancel the charter as of the date 
loading is refused or after discharge at 
another port. 

"(2) To require the substitution of an
other vessel of similar size, class, condition 
of tanks or cargo holds, and in a similar 
position. 

"(3) To nominate other loading or dis
charging port or ports. 

.. Expenses incurred by the charterer in ex
ercising an option shall be for the account of 
the owner." 

3. Background: This clause has been used 
in appropriate MSTS charters since the. 
spring of 1958. It was adopted only after 
considerable discussion within MSTS and 
with the tanker industry and after rejec
tion of several suggested alternatives. The 
immediate spur to the institution of its 
use was the National Peace incident in De
cember 1957. The N ationaZ Peace had been 
chartered by MSTS to carry Navy special 
fuel oil from Ras Tanura, Saudi Arabia, 
to Manila. Port officials at Ras Tanura dis
covered that the vessel had previously, under 
the name of SS. Memory, traded with Israel; , 
they refused to permit the vessel to lo~d. 
After some time, when it became qUite ob
vious that the vessel would not be able to 
perform her contract, MSTS was forced to_ 
cancel and charter another vessel to fulfill 
this operational requirement. The vessel 
owners claimed damages from MSTS ln the 
alllount of $160,000 and upon disallowance 
of this claim, sued 1n the Federal courts 
This suit is pending. 

4. What the clause does: By law, with or
without the clause, a voyage charterer may 

ca.nc~l the contract in a situation wherein 
the owner is unable to present his ship 
ready and able to perform the voyage for 
which he contracted. For that reason, in
ability on the part of a ship to enter the 
specified port and load the cargo due to a 
boycott (just or unjust) works great finan
cial hardship on the shipowner. It also 
results in financial loss to the cargo owner, 
who must continue to store and care for 
the cargo and position another ship. Where 
vital military cargo such as aviation fuel is. 
concerned, a substantial delay in delivery 
also presents serious problems in the main
tenance of the defense posture. The clause 
used by MSTS is not considered by ship
owners as any more severe than a charter 
without the clause. However, it puts ship
owners on notice that ships that have traded 
with Israel may not be permitted by cer
tain countries to come into their ports. It 
spells out the options that the Government 
may pursue in such a situation. It is thus 
of some assistance to the Government in 
preventing offerings of ships that would be 
unable to load important cargoes of petro
leum products. It is of help to those ship
owners who might unknowingly undertake 
a service they cannot perform. 

5. What the clause does not do: Contrary 
to the various expressions of public con
cern, the clause does not: 

(a) Preclude any vessel owner from bid
ding on a Government charter. Any owner 
of a vessel that has traded with Israel and 
who is prepared to take the calculated risk 
may offer his ship. 

(b) Assist any boycott in any manner. 
The test of this statement is simple: Elim
ination of the clause would not change by 
one iota the posture of the boycott or the 
status of any vessel offered to MSTS. Its 
elimination would not enable any vessel to 
get into any port otherwise barred to it. Its 
elimination would not enable any vessel 
to perform that could not otherwise perform. 

(c) Require a vessel owner to choose be
tween serving Arab countries or Israel. 
(Such an allegation has been made.) The 
clause does not forbid trading with Israel. 
It cautions owners who have previously made 
a.. choice to trade with Israel of the risk of 
Arab boycott. 

6. The clause was adopted with no inten
tion to give support to any political boycott. 
It was deemed advantageous to both the 
Government and shipowners. However, 
MSTS can accomplish its mission without 
using the clause. Inasmuch as it has been 
mistakenly construed as providing some sol
ace to the Arab boycott imposed on per-· 
sons trading with Is.rael,. the Navy will dis• 
continue its use. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
hope the U.S. Government will never 
again permit itself to become in any way, 
either directly or indirectly, associated 
with what is obviously an attempt to 
coerce owners of American ships into not 
engaging in business with a friendly 
nation such as Israel. 

The understandings relating to the 
Suez Canal arrived at in 1956 at the 
United Nations, following the British
French-Israeli action toward Egypt, 
:finally boiled down to recognition that 
the Suez Canal would be an open water
way. and would not in any way be used 
to discriminate against legitimate ship
ping. 

Regrettably, that has not been fol
lowed. What is more, the Arabs have 
maintained a boycott. not only against 
ISraeli shipping, but also against car
goes intended for any Israeli port. And 
they have also maintained a boycott 
even against American personnel of 
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Jewish faith from being admitted to 
Arab land. They have gone so far as ·to 
pressure American-owned firms with 
which they deal from even employing 
Jews for work right here in the United · 
States of America. 

These actions by the Arab countries 
cannot be condoned by our Government. 
I call to the attention of our responsible 
Government omcials the fact that the 
Mutual Security Act of last year, with 
the Morse amendment, made quite clear 
that in the administration of the mutual 
security program there was to be a de
termined effort by our Government to 
prevent such discrimination against 
American nationals of Jewish faith. 

I hope the incident which has been 
commented upon here today by the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. KEATING] and 
myself will serve to remind our officials 
that despite the inconveniences which 
may result to our Government, we should 
not in any way tolerate such action by 
the Arabs against the United States or 
the boycotts or embargoes in which the 
Arabs have indulged. 

I thank the Senator from New York 
for yielding to me. Will he permit me to 
make a further statement at this time? 

Mr. KEATING. Certainly. 

U.S. PARTICIPATION IN THE WORLD 
COURT 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
pending before the Foreign Relations 
Committee is my resolution, Senate Res
olution 94, to repeal the self-judging 
clause contained in our declaration of 
acceptance of the jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice. 

A splendid article by Walter Lippmann 
on this resolution was published in the 
Minneapolis Morning Tribune of Feb
ruary 15. The article is entitled "United 
States Has Obligation Before World 
Court." I ask unanimous consent that 
the article be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
UNITED STATES HAS OBLIGATION BEFORE WORLD 

COURT 
(By Walter Lippmann) 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
has been holding hearings on a resolution 
which, curiously and remarkably, was intro
duced by Senator HUMPHREY and has the 
ardent support of Vice President NIXoN. 
This, as Mr. K. might say, is an instance 
~here a shrimp has whistled. 

The Humphrey resolution has the full 
backing of the administration and it is likely 
to command the support of the Democratic 
leadership. There are, to be sure, dissenters 
who are seriously worried that the accept
ance of the resolution will be an abdication 
of American sovereignty. 

But they are a small minority compared 
With the huge nonpartisan majority which 
includes so many of the leading lawyers of 
the country. 

The Humphrey resolution would repeal 
what 1s known as the Connally amendment 
to the original Senate Resolution No. 196. 
This resolution, adopted in 1946, called for 
the deposit of a declaration accepting the 
compulsory Jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. This ls the Court set up 
under the charter of the United Nations. 
The United States was perhaps its leading 
advocate. 

Before the Connally amendment was 
adopted, the 1946 resolution said that "in 
relation to any other state accepting the 
same obligation" the United States accepts 
the compulsory jurisdiction o! the Inter
national Court of Justice "in all legal dis
putes" which come under four classes of 
cases. 

The International Court is to have com
pulsory jurisdiction in a dispute about ( 1) 
the interpretation of a treaty, (2) any ques
tion of international law, (3) the existence 
of any fact which, if established, would con
stitute a breach of an international obliga
tion, and (4) the nature or extent of the 
reparation to be made for the breach of 
an international obligation. 

The 1946 Senate resolution says expressly 
where the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
Court shall not apply. Of these reservations, 
the important one is that the Court shall 
not have jurisdiction in a "dispute with re
gard to matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States." 

The question was then raised in the Sen
ate as to how it was to be decided whether 
a matter is or is not essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United States. 

The Senate answered this question by ac
cepting the Connally amendment, which 
added six words to the original text. Be
cause of this amendment the question of 
whether a matter is essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United States is 
to be "determined by the United States." 
This is the amendment that both HuMPHREY 
and NIXON want to repeal. 

As the law stands today, the U.S. Gov
ernment has the right to exclude the Court 
whenever it desires to do so, without having 
to prove or to argue its position when it de
clares that the case is "domestic." 

This means that while we have agreed to 
compulsory jurisdiction in legal disputes, we 
have in fact reserved the right to stop the 
Court's proceedings. As a result, no other 
nation with which we have a dispute can 
be compelled to come before the Court. 

What is sauce for the goose is also sauce 
for the gander. Under the Connally amend
ment we cannot be sued without our con
sent. But equally we cannot sue anyone 
else without his consent. 

This reduces the International Court of 
Justice to a kind of small sideshow. It is 
no doubt the reason why, despite all the in
ternational disputes with which the world 
is beset, the International Court has so few 
cases before it. 

The question raised in Congress now is 
whether our Government or the Interna
tional Court itself shall decide whether a 
matter is domestic. The dissenters, who be
lieve that the amendment must be retained, 
argue that the Court might take jurisdic
tion in a dispute which challenged our tar
iff laws, our immigration laws, our currency 
laws, our administration of the Panama 
Canal. 

These fears, though understandable, are 
groundless. If the Court took jurisdiction 
in domestic matters, it would be violating 
its own statute which expressly limits its 
jurisdiction to international legal disputes. 

It is conceivable, although unlikely, that 
the Court might violate the law which cre
ated it. But if it did that, there would be 
a remedy. We would have an indubitable 
grievance ·and we would be entitled, legally 
and morally, to challenge the Court by po
litical action in the United Nations. 

There is, therefore, no risk which would 
leave us helpless. On the other hand, the 
advantages of building up the jurisdiction 
of the Court are very great. Perhaps the 
most important is one the Vice President 
pointed out in an address last April. 

If the richer nations, like the United 
States, are to export capital to assist the 
underdeveloped countries, there must be 
legal security for the investments they 

make. To create that security the Interna
tional Court can have a big part to play. 

Indeed, in view of what is happening in 
this hemisphere to affect American property 
abroad, we have an interest that every prop
erty dispute, as with Castro today, should 
be decided by a court and not be left to 
propaganda, agitation, coercion and force. 

But if we want to be able to go to court 
to protect our rights, we must be willing to 
go to court when someone else has a griev
ance against us. 

THE DISARMAMENT MESS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 

the Senator from New York will yield 
further, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an article entitled 
"The Disarmament Mess," written by 
Joseph Alsop, and·published today in the 
Washington Post. In the article Mr. 
Alsop discusses a tragic situation which 
I, myself, have been speaking about, both 
in the Senate, in recent weeks, and in 
various parts of the country. This na
tional tragedy is the fact that the 
United States has been unable to formu
late any kind of either long-range or 
short-range disarmament policy. We 
invited the representatives of four West
ern nations to come to Washington to 
work out a joint Western disarmament 
policy; but these representatives have 
had to mark time while our State De
partment, Defense Department, and the 
Atomic Energy Commission argued and 
fought among themselves about what 
kind of a disarmament policy the United 
States ought to have. 

As I have stated many times in the 
past, it is understandable that the vari
ous departments of government should 
have varying viewpoints about such cru
cial matters as defense and disarmament 
policies. But our Government and this 
administration have failed tO exercise 
the necessary leadership to see that these 
viewpoints were reconciled rapidly into a 
definite policy. This state of affairs in 
disarmament matters has been going on 
for the past 5 years. 

Unfortunately the situation seems to 
get worse, instead of better. We can be 
thankful for our allies, I believe, because 
without their prompting the situation 
might even be worse, if such can be im
agined. I may say that there is a ray 
of hope that by the time the meetings 
are held in Washington with representa
tives of the four allied nations, some 
tentative or interim understanding will 
have been reached. However, there has 
not yet been a firm agreement between 
our Government and our allies. A meet
ing for a definite agreement will be held 
in March in Paris. 

Mr. Alsop has rendered a real service 
by writing the article. Perhaps more 
people will now realize the serious situa
tion that confronts us only 1 month prior 
to the opening of disarmament negotia
tions. No doubt we shall have some 
policy by the time the negotiations open. 
I have talked to Mr. Frederick Eaton, 
the chief of our delegation of the dis
armament matter, about this problem; 
and he has assured me that some 
progress has been made, and that more 
will be made. Mr. Eaton, I feel sure, 
will be a competent negotiator. But one 
has to have a policy to negotiate about. 
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I am sure that my Republican c~I

Ieagues on the other side of the aisle, in 
the interest of their party, as well as the 
interest of their country, will begin rais
ing questions with the White House. On 
occasion they may have thought I was 
trying to be partisan when I have .tried 
to bring these matters to light. This is 
not a partisan matter, and we cannot 
hide these facts from the American pe{)4 
ple. We must speak out, because that 
may be the only way in which our Presi
dent and our Vice President will learn 
of the unfortunate "disarmament mess," 
as Mr. Alsop calls it, facing the country. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE DISARMAMENT MEss 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

During the past fortnight, this city h a:s 
offered a spectacle that has been richly 
comic, not a little humiliating, and almost 
incredible, all at once. 

Ministerial representatives of Britain, 
France, Italy, and Canada came here close 
to 2 weeks ago, in order to discuss with the 
American Government the Western posi
tion on disarmament. East-West disarma
ment talks are due to be reopened on March 
15. After that date looms the summit meet
ing, in May, with top level disarmament talks 
conspicuous on the agenda. The need for 
an agreed Western position is therefore 
urgent, to put it mildly. 

Yet for 10 days the American policy
makers had to avoid substantive discussions 
with British, French, Italian, and Canadian 
guests, for · the beautifully simple, frankly 
confessed reason that the· American Govern
ment had not yet decided what its own posi
tion on disarmament ought to be. 

Last Tuesday, a lame, empty American 
position paper was offered to the allied con
ferees, but this not only failed to satisfy the 
British, French, and other Allied repre
sentatives. It also by no means represented 
the views of the State Department. And as 
these words are written, the final, intra
administration debate about the American 
disarmament position is at least underway. 

These extraordinary facts are far fr~m 
exhausting this episode's sheer fantasy. 
American and Soviet negotiators had be.en 
talking about disarmament, almost non
stop, from 1955 onward until a year or so 
ago. But last summer, a new committee 
headed by the Boston lawyer, Charles 
Coolidge, was suddenly nam.ed for the 
avowed purpose of making up the American 
Government's mind about disarmamen~. 

While the Coolidge Committee labored, our 
dlplomata freely told our allies that they 
could not tackle the disarmam.ent problem 
until the Coolidge Committee had made up 
the administration's mind about it. At 
length, a report emerged from the Commit
tee's labors. It was promptly christened the 
mouse iii the inner circle, since it included 
virtually no disarmam.ent proposals at all. 
And for this reason, the report was promptly 
interred as altogether too fruitless. · 

By this time, another lawyer, . the able 
New Yorker, Frederick Eaton, had been 
named to present the U.S. brief on 
disarmament. But Eaton had no brief to 
present after th~ internment of the Coolidge 
report. So the struggle began a.ll over aga.ln.. 
And it went on long enough to leave th1& 
country's representatives at first irtesolutely 
mute and then dimly mumbling, at a oon
fer~nce with Western allied representatives 
planned many weeks earlier. 

The reason :for all th18 1s a. deep division 
in the Government. The State Department. 
and· 1mpecla.lly Secretary ,ol Stat& ChrJstian 
A. Herter, thinks that we· must certa.inly talk 
about nuclear disarmament, 1f we talk a'bou1i 
disarmament .at a.ll. T.tle Atomic Energy 

Oommlss1on and pa.rticularly the Oommis
sion chairman, John R. McCone, favors dis
cussion of nuclear disarmament with extra. 
emphasis on the need for a broad framework 
of general disarmament. But the Defense
Department pollcyma.kers, and above all the 
Joint Chiefs 0'! Staff, have taken the poSition 
that any discussion of nuclear disarmament 
is unthinkable. 

On the one hand, the old psychology of 
nuclear monopoly obstinately survives in th~ 
Pentagon, in fiat defiance of the grim facts 
of recent history. On the other hand, it is 
thought to be too expensive and too painful, 
nowadays, for Western nations to put ground 
armies in the field, as they once used to do. 
Hence the Pentagon argues that the West 
dare not lay down its nuclear weapons while 
confronted with the populous hordes of Rus
sians and Chinese. 

It was this psychology that made the 
Coolidge report so mouselike. It was this 
psychology that caused the American posi
tion paper of last Tuesday to be such an 
impoverished thing, including no really 
major proposals, and with no commitment in 
all its six pages to discuss nuclear disarma
ment at any time, even in the distant future 
after proved success in the so-called first 
stages. 

After the British, French, and the rest pro
tested this position paper's emptiness, Secre
tary Herter was at length enabled to appeal 
the great issue to President Eisenhower. Es
sentially, the question Herter has had to ask: 
the President is whether or not we really 
want disarmam.ent, after having given vent 
to so much moral blather on the subject. 
All the trouble arose, of course, from the 
President's failure to decide this absolutely 
basic question at the very outset. 

This is dangerous trouble, too. There are 
clear signs of the same kind of split ln. the 
Soviet Government that exists in the Amer
ican Government, with the majority, headed 
by Nikita S. Khrushchev, really wanting to 
see whether serious disarmament is not pos
sible. There is one chance in three,. or four, 
or five of really accomplishing something. 
But the chance will surely pass if the Amer
ican Government merely continues to floun
der . in its self-made bog of interdepart
mental committees. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from two speeches on the subject of dis
armament, which I recently delivered 
before the Commonwealth Club, in San 
Francisco, on February 12, and at the 
National Roosevelt Day Dinner, in New 
York City, on January 28, be printed in 
the RECORD. In those addresses . I dis
cussed many facets of disarmam~nt, in
cluding one which was the topic of Mr. 
Joseph Alsop's excellent article, pub
lished today, which I have inserted in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the addresses were ordered to be 
printed 1n the REcoRD, as follows: 

DISARMAMENT 

(Excerpts from the address by Senator 
. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY to the National 
Roosevelt Day dinner, New York City, 
January 28,. 1960) 
"To some generations," President Roose

velt once said, "much is given. or other 
generations, much 1s expected." 

To our generation, more has .been given 
than . to any in history. And of .us even 
more is expected. . 

·For io Us falls the supreme task of flndf.ng 
peace 1n ·a -most unpeaceful world-a world 
divided bJ' antagonisms . and balling with 
revolutions, armed . as the world was never 
armed. before. with the capab111ty of total 
destruction. 

Tonight, by striving with our minds and 
our hearts towards the goal of a just and 
enduring peace, we best honor Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. 

I am. not one who believes that peace can 
be assured simply by reminding ourselves 
and our adversaries of the unspeakable 
horrors of war. 

Neither do I believe that peace can be 
secured by one-sided disarmament-whether 
based on principle or parsimony. 

Co-existence is not peace. It is two gar
risoned states walled in by mutual fear and 
distrust. A policy with no goal beyond co
existence does not lead to peace. 

Let me say wherein I see the hope for 
peace. 

I believe we must first have a vision of 
the kind of world where peace can dwell. 

In my vision I look toward a world in 
which power will no longer be polarized be
tween two giant forces, but balanced among 
many. In which Europe, revived and united, 
will be a powerful middle force. In which 
a democratic and prosperous India will speak 
with the full authority of her land and her 
people. In which the states of Africa will 
join 1n taming their rich continent. In 
which the new technology will spread its 
blessings to the ends . of the earth and unto 
all the inhabitants thereof. 

I look toward a time when the chinks 
in the Iron Curtain will become windows 
and doors through which ideas and people 
can pass freely, eastward and westward; 
when the maturing of the Soviet economy 
will bring in its train the liberalizing influ
ence of a higher standard of living; when 
thought will break the bonds of dogma and 
politics. . 

I look toward a world in which differences 
among nations will be eroded by time and 
understanding; where common interests 
will overshadow mutual antagonisms; where, 
perhaps, a new world civilization wm be 1n 
the making, building on the best the old 
world has to offer. 

The 21st century could be the century of 
the United Nations. In such a world there 
could be peace, under law. 

I believe we have it in our power to bring 
that ltind of world into being. But we will 
have to be idealistic enough to seek it, and 
realistic enough to recognize what we must 
do to achieve it. And we will have to do bet
ter than we have been doing-far better. 

Three great tests challenge us: 
For the first time in history men every

where have seen the vision of banishing want 
from their daily lives. They see the means 
at hand, and they demand the opportunity. 

Are we appointed to tell them it is not 
yet time, that they should be patient with 
poverty? 

Shall w~ expect them· to understand about 
balanced budgets and balance of payments, 
until we can shake loose what we can spare 
of our affluence? 

I say it is given to us to use our a.filuence 
and our inexhaustible technology to help 
men make a reality of rising expectations. 
Not grudgingly and in driblets, but to the 
lim1 t of our capacity. 

Can we do this? Yes, we can. 
·Will we? That ls the test. It ls not alone 

the Soviet challenge that demands it, but 
the challenge of a world in which peace is 
possible. 

A second test lies closer at home: the test 
of our ability to declare our purposes, to 
muster our resources, to plan our future. 

We do well to recall these words of De
mosthenes to the Athenians: 

·"The worst feature of the past is our best 
hope for the future. What, then, is that 
feature? It is that your affairs go wrong 
because you neglect every duty, great or 
small; since surely, if they were in this plight 
1n spite of your doing a,ll that was required, 
there would not b& even hope of improve
ment. But in fact it 1s your indifference 
and carelessness that Philip has conquered. 
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Your city he has not conquered. Nor have 
you been-no; you have not even made a. 
move." 

We, too, have not even made a. move. We 
are lost in our indifference and carelessness. 
We are indifferent to the persistence of pov
erty in our own country. Indifferent to the 
neglect of our public investments and pub
lic services. Careless of the rights and lib· · 
erties of mlllions of American citizens. 
Heedless of the needs of our growing popu
lation. 

I say it is time to stop this. Let us stop 
gloating over the size of our national prod
uct and ask ourselves what we are doing with 
it. Let us stop congratulating ourselves on 
the miraculous rise of productivity in in
dustry and agriculture and ask ourselves 
how to harness it to our most important 
·needs. Let us have a litle less preaching of 
freedom and a little more practice of civil 
rights. 

The test is whether a. democratic country 
c~n plan its future and manage its affairs 
to good purpose and to good effect. That is 
a test we took in our stride during two World 
Wars. We can do it again for peace. 

The third test is to lift the shadow of 
nuclear war, to gain the time in which peace 
can be secured. This can be done only by 
agreement between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

Such an agreement cannot wait on the 
settlement of all the complex political and 
territorial questions that divide West and 
East. We must be prepared to negotiate, and 
we must negotiate, on any aspect of the con
trol of armaments where there is the least 
hope for a workable agreement. But we must 
know what we want. 

Not once in all the long series of confer
ences has the United States entered the ne
gotiations adequately prepared. Not once 
has our Government known what it wanted 
to achieve. We have a mere handful of 
people working on this vast and technical 
subject on which the future of civilization 
itself depends. We have never allocated 
enough from the budget's billions for studies 
needed to translate the ideal of disarmament 
into a series of practicable steps toward that 
Ideal. 

In 6 weeks we will be . entering disarma
ment negotiations with nine countries. We 
still have no policy. We still do not know 
what we want to propose there. Again we 
will be forced to negotiate within the Soviet 
frame of reference. Again the Soviet Union 
will have the initiative and will reap there
ward in world opinion. 

But there is too much at stake for parti
sanship. I remain convinced that the indis
pensable first step toward disarmament is an 
agreement for the cessation of nuclear test
ing under effective inspection and control. 
The United States must not start testing 
again as long as negotiations show that there 
1s no real hope for such an agreement. And 
we must put all the skill and determination 
of both of our political parties behind achiev
Ing that agreement. 

Even as we explore every possibility of 
agreement we must use the time to build 
our own strength. If there is one thing more 
than any other that will encourage the So
viets to drag their feet in negotiations for 
arms control it is the hope that an American 
Government will do for them what they 
could not do for themselves: reduce the 
United States to a second-class power. · 

The Russians know as well as you and I 
the effects of 7 long years of Republican rule 
on the strength of the United States. 

In 7 years we have lost that preeminence 
in science and technology, which was our 
first and firmest line of defense. 

Our schools and colleges labor under an 
accumulating deficit of neglect. 

Our housing and our cities deteriorate 
faster than we can renew them. 

Everywhere are unmet needs, neglected op
portunities. These--not the $15 billion 

added to the national debt-are the meas
ures of the failures of these last 7 years. 

The Russians know this, without spying. 
The American people know. The whole 
world knows. 

Only the President and the Treasury are 
unmoved. 

No more frightening or shocking statement 
has come out of Washington than that the 
President made in a revealing moment of 
pique when he was asked about the Soviet 
claim to be able to hit any place in the 
world with a nuclear-armed missile. He 
replied: 

"They (the Russians) also said that they 
invented the flying machine and the auto
mobile and other things. • • • Why should 
you be so respectful of this statement this 
morning if you are not so respectful of the 
other three?" 

Does this reasoning make our defenses 
adequate? , 

The same answer might have been given 
on oversea investment, or education, or 
hydroelectric development. The Russians 
didn't invent them, but they know how 
to turn them to their purposes. 

The Russians didn't invent the automo
bile and the flying machine, but they did 
invent sputnik and they planted a rocket 
on the moon. 

They didn't invent the Marshall plan, but 
they see the strategic importance of in
vestment in developing countries. 

They didn't invent TV A, but they under
stand its economic and political significance. 

And they can read the President's budget. 
They can learn how little our Government 
has learned. 

They can see that the prospect of paring 
the national debt is more important to our 
Government than an adequate long-range 
program of investment in the countries 
where the future of peace and democracy 
will be decided. Some call this investment 
foreign aid; I call it self-preservation. 

The Russians can see in the budget that 
we are stubbornly determined to neglect our 
own national needs: our education system, 
our metropolitan cities, our farms, our for
ests, our resources of flowing and falling 
waters. 

We can see it, too. If, as the new doctrine 
has lt, intentions rather than capabilities 
are the determinants of power, we must 
appear weak indeed. 

Oh, for a government of courage and 
vision and action, with the firm intent to 
use our great capabilities for power and 
strength. 

The greatest danger Is not that we can
not reach our destiny, but that we will neg
lect to grasp for it. Complacency and flac
cid ease can defeat us, where nothing else 
could. It is our supreme business--yours 
and mine--to see that they do not. 

My friends, I have great hopes and great 
confidence in this country and its people. I 
think, if they have not answered the sum
mons, it is because they have not heard it. 
They have not heard it because it has been 
muffled and uncertain. I know that when it 
is loud and clear and unmistakable they will 
rise to the tasks that history has laid upon 
this generation. 

DISARMAMENT: A CENTRAL AIM OF FOREIGN 
POLICY 

(Excerpts from remarks by Senator HUBERT 
H. HUMPHREY before the Commonwealth 
Club, San Francisco, Calif., February 12, 
1960) 
I want to talk to you today about the 

problem which concerns us more profound
ly, I think, than any other problem on our 
overcrowded national agenda. 

We are all worried about many things
about the slowdown in the pace of our eco
nomic growth; about the continued denial 
of equal rights and opportunities to ~meri
can citizens on the grounds of race, color, or 

religion; about the disgraceful Inadequacy of 
our educational system to our expanding pop
ulation and our national needs; about the 
allocation of an insUfficient amount of our 
national abundance to public purposes; about 
the materialism and cynicism in our national 
moral life. 

All these things, and many others, cause 
us deep concern. But the thing which 
haunts us most of all, I believe, is the ques
tion of war and peace. 

The supreme task of our time is to find 
peace in this most unpeaceful world-a 
world torn by antagonisms, divided by 
ideologies, on fire with revolution-a world 
armed, for the first time in history, with the 
ultimate power, the power of self-oblitera
tion. 

There is no royal road to peace in 
such a world. Yet to renounce the 
search for peace Is to commit us indefinitely 
to the theory that war can only be abolished 
by the permanent threat of war-that ter
ror can only be eliminated by having a pre
carious and unstable balance of terror. It 
commits us to an everlasting arms race. It 
commits an ever-increasing amount of our 
resources to the making of guns and bombs 
and missiles. It commits us to deep and 
eternal tensions. It establishes the world 
forever as a collection of besieged states, each 
one bristling with armed power and suspi
cion and hate. 

What a repellent destiny for mankind. 
Yet the fact that it is repellent does not 
mean that it cannot happen. 

Serious issues divide the Communist states 
from the free states. We cannot pretend 
that these Issues do not exist. We cannot 
pretend that communism does not offer the 
gravest possible threat to freedoln. We can
not for one moment relax our guard or our 
vigilance. Given the Communist purpose 
and the Communist power, we have no al
ternative, in the present situation, but to 
build our own armed strength In order to 
prevent the balance of terror from turning 
against us. 

Let me make this absolutely clear: No one 
hates the arms race more than I do; but, if 
I am sure of anything, it is that unilateral 
disarmament is no way out. We must re
double our efforts in the missile program 
and in the contest for space. We must show 
that we can stay in the race as long as our 
opponents. I say this because I know that 
this is the only way to convince them that 
they have no alternative except to join with 
us in bringing the race to an end. 

Some proponents of unilateral disarma
ment have a considered belief that the Com
munist world means us no harm. Others 
have a considered belief that the capitalist 
world cannot afford to do what is necessary 
for its own defense. Unilateral disarmament 
is bad whether proceeding from principal or 
parsimony. We can never achieve peace 
by a policy of cutting down our own strength 
in advance of a. generaJ. disarmament agree
ment. 

The arms race is the center of the threat 
to humanity. For this reason, dealing with 
the arms race should be, in my judgment, 
the center of American foreign policy. As 
peace is our object, so controlled world dis
armament is the key to peace. Once we 
can achieve this, then the political and ter
ritorial problems which tear the world apart 
will become relatively manageable. UntU 
we achieve this, political and territorial set
tlements will be vain and lliusory. 

Nothing seems to me more self-evident 
than the understanding that disarmament, 
based on reliable ·inspection and control, af
fords the only chance of delivering the world 
from this terrifying and disastrous arms 
race. 

Nothing depresses me more about recent 
American foreign policy than the low prior
ity which disarmament has enjoyed i r._ our 
dealings with the outside world. 
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Instead of being the center of our policy, 

disarmament has been on the periphery. 
Instead of being a matter for top policy

makers, it has been a matter for underlings. 
Instead of our leaders taking every occa

sion and seizing every opportunity to iden
tify the United States with the cause of dis
armament, we have let the Communists reap 
most of the propaganda benefit from dis
armament talk and have systematically pre
sented ourselves to the world as the Nation 
throwing constant obstacles in the way of 
what the people of the world most desper
ately want. 

Not once in all the long series of confer
ences has the United States entered negotia
tions properly prepared. Not once has our 
Government known what it wanted to 
achieve. We have a mere handful of people 
working on this vast and technical subject 
on which the future of civilization depends. 
We spend billions-and rightly so-to build 
new weapons; but we recoil at spending 
millions to learn how to control them. 

I say that the time has come to stop 
treating the disarmament effort as a poor 
relation, to be kept in an unheated garret 

·and fed scraps left over from the Pentagon 
table. 

I say that the time has come to make dis
armament a top priority in our foreign 
policy. 

I say that the time has come for a Presi
dent of the United States to make controlled 
world disarmament his personal cause and 
his personal crusade so that the people of 
the world will understand that the Ameri
can Government is exploring every possi
b111ty in its fight to lift from the world the 
black shadow of nuclear war. 

I say · the time has come for a President 
to take the disarmament offensive against 
Khrushchev. 

If disarmament is the key to peace, detec
tion and inspection provide the key to dis
armament. The technical problems in this 
field are very great; many critical problems 
remain to be solved; We must make the 
progress toward their solution a major na
tional effort. 

We had a crash program to build the bomb. 
Now. we need a crash program to control it. 
We need a Manhattan project for peace. 
And we need a National Peace Agency to run 
the ·crash peace program. 

This is not a problem for Republicans or 
Democrats. It is a problem for all Ameri
cans. It is time for us all to unite in the de
terhlination to make disarmament the cen
tral American issue. It is time for us so to 
bombard the Communists with schemes for 
inspection and control of all weapons that 
either they wlll accept a workable disarma
ment plan or else they wlll be exposed be
fore the world as the real enemies of peace. 

Why aren't we doing this already? 
Well, one reason, I think, is that such a 

policy will require a great deal of adminis
trative vigor and executiye energy-vigor and 
energy to unite all branches of the Govern
ment behind such a policy. 

Another reason is the obsession with bal
ancing the budget. This obsession has led 
the Government to deny the Nation adequate 
funds for our national defense-which means 
that the Russians, convinced that we are 
probably going to let our defensive position 
deteriorate anyway, have no real incentive 
to submit to a scheme for arms control. It 
Is the Communist hope that an American 
Government will do for them what they 
could not do for themselves: reduce the 
United States to a second-class power. 

And this same obsession with budget-bal
ancing denies our scientists and engineers 
the funds necessary for research on disarma
ment-research necessary to achieve the 
technical breakthroughs which will improve 
our systems of detection and inspection ancl 
make international arms control a practical 
reality. 

If we accept the policy of controlled world 
disarmament, we must accept the implica
tions of this policy. 

One basic implication has to do with the 
nations to be inspected . • Obviously any sub
stantial arms control plan which leaves out 
Communist China would be meaningless. 
Without China in an arms control agree
ment, the entire power balance in the world 
would be dangerously upset. National se
curity and world security alike demand the 
inclusion of Communist China in major arms 
control agreements. 

Unfortunately Communist China is still 
highly irresponsible and aggressive. It may 
take the combined persuasiveness of the So
viet Union, the United States and all the 
countries of Asia to impress on Peiping the 
need to forego plans of aggression and to 
cease its defiance of the international com
munity. Strange as it may seem to think 
of Soviet-American cooperation to persuade 
China to participate in a disarmament agree
ment, the world situation may yet produce 
such a result. 

No problem in the world is more urgent 
than disarmament. No peace wlll be reliable 
until we have solved it. No responsib111ty 
will rest more fatefully on the next admin
istration than the responsib111ty of restoring 
American leadership in the cause of dis
armament. 

As we solve this problem, then we can press 
forward on the other fronts necessary to 
bring about genuine peace. 

Peace has to be something more than the 
absence of war. Peace must mean justice, 
freedom and opportunity for all the people 
of the world. 

To achieve all the dimensions of peace 
wtll take generations, perhaps centuries. 
But, unless we embark on this effort soon, 
we may lose forever the chance to preserve 
the kind of world to which we, as Americans, 
have always been dedicated. 

Why should we surrender our dream of 
freedom to the world of tyranny? 

:P,. my vision I look toward a world in 
which power will no longer be polarized be
tween two giant forces, but balanced among 
many. In which Europe, revived and united, 
will be a powerful middle force. In which 
a democratic and prosperous India will speak 
with the full authority of her land and her 
people. In which the states of Mrica will 
join in taming their rich continent. In 
which the new technology will spread its 
blessings to the ends of the earth and unto 
all the inhabitants thereof. 

I look toward a time when the chinks in 
the Iron Curtain wlll become wind.ows and 
doors through which ideas and people can 
pass freely, eastward and westward; when 
the maturing of the Soviet economy wlll 
bring in its train the liberalizing influence 
of a higher standard of living; when thought 
will break the bonds of dogma and politics. 

I look toward a world in which differences 
among nations will be eroded by time and 
understanding; where common interests wm 
overshadow mutual antagonisms; where, per
haps, a new world clv111zatlon will be in the 
making, building on the best the old world 
has to offer. 

The 21st century could be the century of 
the United Nations. In such a world there 
could be peace, under law. 

I say to you, with all the soberness at my 
command, that the fight for peace is the 
supreme issue of our lifetime. 

I say to you that, unless the American 
Government dedicates its energy and re
sources to the achievement of workable 
world disarmament, we will have forfeited 
our claim to the leadership of free peoples. 

And I say to you that, whatever the politl
cians and the makers of high policy think, 
this is what the American people want and 
demand. Neither the people of our own land 
nor the people of the world will be satls-

fled until the leaders of every great nation 
prove by words and deeds their absolute 
commitment to the search for peace. 

OPPOSITION TO EXTENSION OF 
KLM AffiLINE ROUTES IN THE 
UNITED STATES 
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New York yield to me? 
Mr. KEATING. I yield, provided it is 

understood that in yielding to the Sen
ator from New Hampshire, I shall not 
lose the :floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in 1957, 
when a delegation from the Netherlands 
was in this country, to negotiate a bi
lateral air transport agreement with the 
United States, in a speech on the :floor 
of the Senate, I deplored the action of 
the Department of State in making 
grants to the Netherlands far beyond 
what was deserved. The views which I 
expressed at that time were also ex
pressed by the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee, the Chamber of Commerce of the 

. United States, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, and every U.S. airline who was in
terested and knowledgeable in the inter
national field. 

Despite my protests and those of many 
of my distinguished colleagues, the De
partment of State nevertheless made 
what I considered to be an excessive 
grant of air transport rights to the Gov
ernment of the Netherlands. 

One thing which the Government of 
the Netherlands sought at that time, but 
which the Department of State did not 
grant, was a route to the west coast. The 
Government of the Netherlands has con
tinued to press, however, for rights to 
operate this route. Recently, a Nether
lands delegation came to the United 
States, for the purpose of securing such 
rights. It is my information that the 
Department of State, .with the recom
mendation and full concurrence of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, has refused to 
make the grant. I should like to con
gratulate the Department of State for 
the soundness and firmness of this de· 
cision. 

· It should be emphasized that those who 
oppose the grant to the Netherlands of a 
route from the west coast are not taking 
a position which imposes a burden upon 
our friends on the west coast. My oppo
sition, at least, is based upon the neces
sity for this Government to begin now to 
recognize the need to support its own 
U.S. airlines, and not to continue in a 
program of giving to other countries vital 
and lucrative route grants that are not 
warranted. 

I should also like to say that I do not 
approve of the tremendous pressure 
which has been built up to procure air 
routes for KLM. In this connection, let 
me make it very clear that I hold the 
Government and the people of the Neth· 
erlands in the highest regard. Our two 
countries enjoy. and, I trust, will con
tinue to enjoy, the friendliest of rela
tions. However, this controversy is not 
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to be decided on emotional grounds. In .. 
stead, it should be decided on its merits. 
As I have stated, my compelling interest 
is in seeing that adequate protection and 
support are afforded U.S. air carriers. 

I commend the Department of State 
for its position it has taken; and I ex· 
press the hope that in the future it will 
continue to guard as carefully as it has 
here the interests of our own air-trans
port system. ------

NEGOTIATED COST-PLUS 
CONTRACTS 

Mr. wn..r..IAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from New 
York yield briefly to me? 

Mr. KEATING. Yes, if it is under
stood that in yielding to the Senator 
from Delaware, I shall not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. President, within the past 2 years 
the Comptroller General has submitted 
to the Congress numerous reports call
ing our attention to the indefensible 
manner in which the Defense Depart
ment is wasting millions of dollars 
through the procedure of using negoti
ated or cost-plus contracts when com
petitive bidding would have been prac
tical. 

Under date of February 15, 1960, the 
Comptroller General submitted another 
report in which he called our attention 
to an unnecessary expenditure of $1,
-300,000 in the Department of the Air 
Force under circumstances which, to say 
the least, represent carelessness, if not 
deliberate waste. 

This report of the Comptroller Gen· 
eral's shows that the Government has 
borne increased costs because prices 
proposed by Fairchild and accepted by 
the prime . contractor, Boeing Airplane 
co., Seattle, Wash., in subcontract price
redetermination negotiations for B-52 
wing and :fin assemblies were excessive. 
Fairchild's proposed prices included 
estiJna,ted prices for component pa.Ij;s 
which Fairchild either knew or, bas~d on 
past experience, should have expected 
would b_e reduced by voluntary price re
ductions by the supplier. Fairchild re
ceived and did not pass on to the Gov
ernment reductions of about $1,300,000 
in the estimated prices for these parts 
included in proposals for redetermina-
tion of subcontract prices. · 

Under these prime contracts, Boeing 
awarded subcontracts to Fairchild for 
outboard wing assemblies and vertical 
fin assemblies. These subcontracts were 
subject to subsequent price redetermina
tion. For example, Boeing's purcha.se 
orders 739301 and 739303, issued under 
contract 28223, were subject to the terms 
of master purchase order 739305-8219 
dated December 20, 1954, which provided 
for 10 percent upward or unlimited 
downward revision of the purchase order 
prices based on cost data to be furnished 
by Fairchild by May 28, 1956. Firm 
fixed prices were to be established on the 
basis of this cost data furnished by 
Fairchild. 

Fairchild used the prtces which it had 
established for parts furnished by. a cer
tain supplier, Research Designing Serv
ice, Inc., Centerline, Mich.. in its pro-
posals submitted to Boeing for redeter
mination of subcontract prices under the 
B-52 program. Research, however, had 
made frequent price reductions and, 
based on this experience, it should have 
been recognized that the prices proposed 
to Boeing were considerably higher than 
the costs which actually would be in
curred. During the period March 25, 
1955, to December 20, 1957, the supplier 
made voluntary price reductions, total
ing $2,339,302, pertaining to Fairchild's 
subcontracts under the B-52 program, 
consisting of cash refunds of $1.~76,304 
and purchase order price reductions of 
$1,062,998. A substantial portion of the 
price reductions was received by Fair· 
child prior to price negotiations with 
Boeing for the subcontracts to which the 
reductions pertained. Therefore, it was 
unreasonable for Fairc·hild to base its 
price proposals to Boeing on the sup
plier's purchase order prices without 
giving appropriate consideration to re
ductions already received and to the 
probable further price reductions. 

Voluntary cash refunds, totaling $1,· 
276,304, directly applicable to subcon
tracts under four B-52 prime contracts 
were received from Research by Fair
child during calendar years 1956 and 
1957. Only $253,158 of this amount had 
actually been passed on to the Govern· 
ment as of June 1959. · 

The remaining $1,023,146 had been re
tained by Fairchild or credited to com
mercial business. No evidence was 
found to indicate that the Government 
would receive any further benefit from 
this amount. 

To make this situation even worse, the 
Government also incurred additional 
costs of $50,100 because certain of the 
cash refunds were -applied· as a reduc
tion of Fairchild's cost of performing an 
incentive-type prime contract. This 
portion of the refunds was inappro
priately retained by Fairchild as incen
tive profit. · 

Under the circumstances, the Oov
ernment, rather than Fairchild, should 
have received the benefit of all these cash 
refunds and purchase order price reduc· 
tions which were made by the supplier. 
Accordingly, the Comptroller Generalis 
recommending to the Secretary. of the 
Air Force that action be taken to recover 
for the Government the full amount of 
the cash refunds and price reductions 
received by Fairchild under the B-52 
program, but not passed on to the Gov
ernment, including the portion retained 
by Fairchild as incentive profit. He is 
also recommending to the Secretary of 
the Air Force that contracting personnel 
be required to assure themselves, to the 
extent practicable through examination 
of contractors' records and procedures, 
that prime contractors and subcontrac
tors pass on to the Government appro
priate credit for significant price reduc
tions made by suppliers. 

There can be no defense for these 
many examples -of inexcusable waste 1n 
the Defense Department's proc~ment 
of military supplies as are be~ period!.: 

cally called. to our attention -by the 
Comptroller GeneraL 

In recent weeks there has been a regu .. 
lar parade of admirals and generals be
fore the Congress, each urging an in
crease in the appropriations of his par
ticular department over the amount 
recommended by the budget. 

I most respectfully suggest to each of 
these military authorities that if they 
will direct a little more of their atten
tion toward eliminating these many ex
amples of ·unnecessary extravagance as 
are being systematically reported by the 
Comptroller General, they may find they 
already have enough money to provide 
for our defense needs. 

It has been conservatively estimated 
that if Congress would pass a law de
manding that these agencies award con
tracts on a competitive bid basis in all 
instances except when such procedure 
would not be feasible from a security 
standpoint, our defense costs would be 
reduced by hundreds of millions · of 
dollars. 

At a later date, I shall resubmit, as an 
amendment to the military construction 
bill, the so-called competitive bid amend
ment, and ask that the Armed Services 
Committee approve that amendment as 
a part of the bill it will report. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
ADMINISTR1\TION 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield to me? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the Senator 
from ·Arkansas under the same unanl· 
mous-consent request I made with re· 
pect to yielding to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With· 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
every time the International Coopera
tion Administration makes a mistake in 
administering economic aid overseas, 
someone is sure to place the matter in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It is re
grettable that when the ICA does some
thing right, publicity rarely · results. 

In order to put charges of misman
agement in the administration of foreign 
aid in perspective, I therefore ask unani
mous consent to insert in the REcoRD at 
this point a letter which I received last 
November, making charges about irregu
larities in ICA procurement, together 
with the letter which I have just re• 
ceived froin ICA, explaining what was 
done about the irregularities. 

The interesting thing about this ex
change is that on the day after the letter 
making the charge of irregularities was 
written, a Federal judge imposed a crim
inal penalty against the man charged 
with irregularities. 

There being no objection, the. lette~~ 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as-follows: 

G. RosEKILLY MAcHINl!:RY, 
San Mateo, Calif,. November 23,1959. 

!ton. Senator ·Ful.BJUG~, ' · · 
Senate Ojftce B1f-tlding. . 
.Was!f.ington, D.C. _ _ - . 

.DEAR ·am: Thank you for sending me th~ 
"hearings" regarding the. situation 1n Viet
nam, together with a copy of the develop-
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ment loan law, and other interesting infor
mation, which I have now finished reading. 

You may not know that we supplied some 
generator sets to an importer here, delivering 
them f.o.b. Los Angeles docks for $23,500, he, 
collecting from ICA, we understand, $165,000 
without as much as laying a hand · on one 
box. These went to Saigon. 

We do not believe this man-Frank Y. 
Lee-should keep out of jail. 

We do not know the end result of your 
committee hearings but would expect a 
"whitewash" in view of the way the ques
tions were asked, and the answers that were 
accepted. If you have any further hearings, 
I have quite a file that the ICA boys w111 
have trouble talking away. 

Would you like another current gem? ICA 
put out by airman a request for bids on a 
great quantity of aluminum ppwer cable for 
Thailand. We airmalled the advance word to 
our correspondent in Japan, who immedia~e
ly went to work on it. On receiving the full 
information and bid forms from ICA, also by: 
airmail from us and to us, we have a cable 
from Japan, that they already have had the 
matter for 3 weeks and are working on it 
direct. 

How does Japan get the information nearly 
3 weeks before we do? 

May we wish you and yours a very happy 
Thanksgiving, probably away down in Ar
kansas-good food down there. 

Thanking you, 
Respectfully yours, 

G. ROSEKILL y . 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
ADMINISTRATION, 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR, 
Washington, D.C., February 3, 1960. 

The Honorable J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in further 

reference to your letter of December 22, 1959, 
~nd .our interim reply of December 31, 1959, 
concer~ing the procurement of generator 
sets financed by the International COOpera
tion Administration. I am pleased to in
form you of the action that ICA has 'taken 
with respect to irregularities in thi,e procure
ment. 

The shipment of generator sets referred 
to in Mr. Rosekilly's letter was made by 
Timothy Chew & Co., 1122 Powell Street, San 
Francisco, to Thao Poum, Vientiane, Laos, 
on September 28, 1956. The conta-act amount 
tor this equipment, $116,430, was financed 
against ICA Procurement Authorization No. 
39-71o-99-A6-6202. Payment was made in 
accordance with usual ICA procedures, pay
ment to the supplier being under a com
mercial letter of credit on presentation of the 
supplier's invoice and shipping documents. 

In the course of a routine price analysis 
by ICA it was determined that Timothy Chew 
& Co., as supplier, invoiced equipment at 
prices which grossly exceeded the price limi
tations as set forth by section 201.21 of ICA 
Regulation 1, as amended. This agency com
puted the overpricing to be approximately 
•90,000 on this transaction. 

The ICA Inspection Division, Oftlce of Per
sonnel, Security, and Integrity, then con
ducted an investigation of all phases of this 
generator procurement. The investigation 
was carried on in the United States as well 
as in Laos and Thailand. Upon establish
ment of the existence of facts of an incrimi
nating nature1 the case was turned over to 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation for do
mestic investigation, inasmuch as that Bu
reau has primary jurisdiction in cases of 
fraud against the U.S. Government. 

On February 25, 1959, the Federal grand 
jury, San Francisco, returned an indictment 
charging Timothy Chung Chew and Frank 
Y. 0. Lee on one count with having falsified 
statements in documents (ICA Form 280) 
submitted to the U.S. Government in con-

junction with the sale of the five ICA
financed generator sets to Thao Poum, Laos. 

Mr. Frank Y. 0. Lee entered a plea of 
guilty, and, on November 24, 1959, U.S. Dis
trict Judge George B. Harris imposed a 2-
year suspended prison sentence. Mr. Lee 
was pll!-ced on probation for 5 years and 
fined $10,000. The charges against Timothy 
Chung Chew were dismissed. 

The assistant U.S. attorney, San Francisco, 
does not contemplate any further criminal 
action in this case. The case is now pend
ing with the Civil Division, Department of 
Justice, Washington, D.C., for civil action. 

We have appreciated the opportunity to 
explain the outcome of ICA review of this 
procurement. With respect to the question 
raised about power. cable in the latter portion 
of Mr. Rosekilly's letter, our mission in Thai
land has been requested to provide full 
clarification as to the mode and method 
of advertisement of the requirement. You 
will be informed of the facts as soon as the 
awaited reply is· received. 

With every good wish, 
Sincerely yours, 

JAMES" W, · RIDDLEBERGER. 

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECON
STRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on 

several occasions in recent weeks it has 
been suggested by Members of this 
body that the people of the United 
States are carrying too much more than 
our fair share of the free world's bur
dens. On this general proposition, there 
are, I am sure, differences of opinion. 

There is one international financial in
stitution which has had a remarkably 
fine record, and -which has received ex
cellent support from other peoples in 
Europe and Asia. 

The International Bank for Recon
stru~tion and Development, as a result 
of excellent management and sound ad
ministration, has inspired such confi
dence that today it is able to . sell its 
obligations not just in the United States. 
but in practically all of the developed 
nations of the free world: 

In the New York Times of Sunday 
last, February 14, there was an excellent 
article describing the experience of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development. I shall ask that it be 
inserted in the RECORD at the conclUsion 
of my remarks. · 

It will be noted that more of the loan 
money raised from subscribed capital has 
come from outside the United States. 
Also, more of the Bank's bonds are 
owned by investors outside the United 
States than by investors in the United 
States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle from the New York Times be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD1 

as follows: 
WoRLD BANK GETs ITS FuNDS ABROAD-BULK 

OF LOAN MONEY FLOWING FROM OVERsEAs-
BIGGEST CREDITOR Is GERMANY-U.S. RoLl: 
STILL MAJOR, BtlT MUCH OJ' THIS NATION'S 
CAPITAL SUBSCBIPl'ION SERVES AS GUARANTD 

(By Paul Heffernan) 
Pew people would be surprised to know 

that of the $4,900 million of loans approved 
by the International Bank for Reconstruc
tion and Development (World Bank), none 
has been extended in the United States. 

Wasn't the Bank's chief purpose to make 
loans abroad? · 

Most people would find it hard to believe, 
however, that 'the main source of the World 
Bank's loan money today is not the United 
States, but foreign nations. 

The international lending institution is 
now a fully developed two-way money 
mechanism, one that is sucking in capital 
from all over the world in one breath and 
diffusing capital all over the world in the 
next. Oddly enough, the Bank's biggest sin
gle creditor is the postwar central bank of 
the West German Republic-the Deutsche 
Bundesbank. 

Foreign capital is now putting up the 
lion's share of the World Bank's lending 
money-from subscribed capital and from 
loans to the World Bank in the form of 
public bond issues and otherwise. This has 
been true of subscribed capital since 1957. 
Last year, with investors abroad owning most 
of the Bank's own obligations, it became true 
of tlie debt capital, too. · 

CAPITAL FOUNDATION 
It is, of cout:se, a fact · that the U ;s. 

capital subscription of $6,350 million (the 
original 1945 subscription of $3,175 million 
was doubled last year) is the major financial 
underpinning ·of the international lending 
institution. It is also true that the Bank, as 
a market borrower, has raised more money 
through the sale of bonds payable in U.S. 
dollars than through loans denominated in 
other currencies. 

But it must likewise be kept in mind that 
the major part of the U.S. capital subscrip
tion-$5,080 million of the total-cannot be 
used for lending purposes, but only as a guar
antee fund subject to call to pay off the 
Bank's own obligations if borrowers from the 
Bank should default on their loans. 

And it is a further fact that while most 
. of the Bank!s $1,900 million of debt is pay

able in U.S. dollars, about $1 blllion of the 
total ·is owed to investors abroad. 

In 1945 'it was expected that the United 
States would be the Bank's chief source of 
funds for some time to come, even though 
the Bank was set up so that other nations 
would share in putting up the money as wen 
as taking it out. 

SMALL PART AVAILABLE 
In mid-1947 the Bank had $8 billion of 

capital subscribed by 44 nations, but only 
$819 million was available foi' lending
$727 million of p9id-in capital from the 
United States and $92 million from the rest 
of the world. The financial rigors of the 
immediate postwar years made it impossible 
for most subscribing nations to authorize re
lease of the paid-in part of subscribed capital 
for lending purposes. 

Canada was the first nation to respond to 
the Bank's urging :tor the release of the 
paid-in capital for loans. This was in 1952. 
Thereafter more and more subscription 
money became available for lending, first 
from industa-iallzed Europe·. It was not un
til 1956 that substantial releases came from 
Asia an.d Latin America. 

_The following table summarizes the avail
ability ·of loan money today from the Bank's 
subscribed capital: 

[In terms of millions of U.S. dollars] 

Other 
Source area U.S. than Total 

dollars u.s. 
dollars 

--------------------11------1·-----------United States ______________ _ 
Europe ______________________ _ 
Oanada ______________________ _ 
Australia ____________________ _ 

Africa.-----------------------Asia and Mideast ____________ _ 
Latin America _______________ _ 

635.0 
72.4 
6.5 
4.0 
3.2 

34.4 
. 11.5 

··oos~r 
53.4 
36.0 
20.7 

104.6 
21.3 

635.0 
680.9 
59.9 
40.0 
23.9 

139.0 
32.8 

Total ••• -------··------- 767. 0 844. IS 1, 611. 5 
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There still remains an equivalent of about 

$366 million in nondollar currencies not yet 
released for lending purposes, from the origi
nal paid-in capital. The Bank is continuing 
to press for permission to put such money 
out at loan. 

The $125 million bond issue soid by the 
World Bank in the United States market last 
week was an opportune exploitation by the 
Bank of the late January shift here from 
a buyers' market in bonds to a sellers' 
market. There had been no active plans 
for a borrowing in this market this winter 
because the Bank in the last 6 weeks had 
raised the equivalent of about $9() million 
abroad through borrowings in British ster
ling, Swiss francs, and West German 
deutsche marks. 

GERMANY'S ROLE CITED 

The German credit, to take the form of 
3-yea.r notes, is the second borrowing of this 
kind the World Bank has arranged with the 
Bundesbank. Since 1957, the German in
stitution has repeatedly purchased the 
Worid Bank's short-term notes payable in 
U.S. dollars. By the end of 1959, the 
Bundesbank had bought $403 million of such 
dollar obligations, of which $120 million were 
paid off at maturity. A further sizable block 
of World Bank short-term bonds payable in 
dollars was also placed with the Bundesbank. 

On December 31, 1959, the World Bank 
had $1,990 million of bonds and notes out
standing, of which $1,642 million were pay
able in U.S. dollars and the $348 million bal
ance in Canadian dollars. Belgian francs, 
West German deutsche marks, Netherland 
guilders, British sterling, and Swiss francs. 
About $960 million of the total was held by 
institutional investors in the United States 
and about $1 billion in more than 40 coun
tries abroad. 

The holdings abroad consisted of about 
$680 million of the outstanding bonds pay
able in U.S. do'llars-or 41.6 percent-as well 
as about $348 million of securities payable 
in nondollar currencies. There were out
standing at the end of last year 19 issues of 
World Bank obligations payable in currencies 
other than dollars. In t~e course of its operations, the Bank 
has sold to other investors $651 million of 
obligations issued by borrowers from the 
Worid Bank. Of this total, $413 million was 
bought by investors outside the United 
States and $238 million by investors in this 
country. Commercial banks and insurance 
compa.n.ies in Canada, Belgium, France, 
Switzerland, Germany, the Netherlands, and 
Britain have become regular purchasers of 
loans negotiated by the World Bank yet not 
bearing the Bank's guarantee. 

LEASING OF PORTION OF FORT 
CROWDER, MO. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 8315) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to lease a portion 
of Fort Crowder, Mo., to Stella Reorgan· 
ized Schools R-I, Missouri. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, this is 
a historic period in the chronology of 
the 86th Congress. After much delay, 
we have finally come face to face with 
the civil rights challenge of 1960. The 
next few weeks will tell whether the 
Senate has met its obligation or whether 
it has rejected this challenge and com
promised its duty. 

What should be the goals of this de
bate? In simple terms-to protect the 
right of every quali:fied American to vote 
without discrlm.ination; to protect the 
right of every American child to attend 
the public schools in his community 

without molestation; to protect the right 
of every citizen ,to equal protection of 
the law. 

It is more than 170 years since the 
adoption of our Constitution, to pre· 
serve the blessings of liberty to ourselves 
and our posterity. It is almost 100 years 
since Abraham Lincoln began his service 
as our President and gave a new birth 
of freedom to America. It is 90 years 
since final ratification of the 15th 
amendment, declaring that neither the 
United States nor any State shall deny 
or abridge the right of citizens to vote 
on account of race, color. or previous 
condition of servitude. These great 
events mark the steady progress of lib
erty in our Nation which has made us 
the greatest democracy in the world. 
But we cannot rest on our laurels. We 
must not slacken our efforts as long as 
some of our fellow Americans are denied 
the benefits of our common heritage. 

Our goals are righteous ones. Are new 
laws needed for their achievement? Let 
us look at the record. Our source book 
must be the report of the Commission 
on Civil Rights. No one can reasonably 
challenge ~he objectivity and fairness 
of the men who comprise this Commis
sion. They are outstanding men from 
every ' section of our Nation, and both 
political parties. Their report reflects 
a deep understanding of the controver
sies which have arisen. It is not rash 
or intolerant of any point of view. It 
does not do injustice to any section of 
the Nation. 

But the facts related by the Commis
sion should shatter the complacency of 
any American who thinks the job is done 
and disturb the soul of any American 
who is concerned about denials of justice 
and liberty to his fellow man. I offer 
the following bill of particulars: 

First. In Gadsden County, Fla., there 
are a total of eight Negroes registered 
out of an adult Negro population of over 
10,000. There was a registration drive 
from 1948 to 1950 which resulted in the 
registration of over 100 Negro citizens. 
None of the leaders of this drive live in 
Gadsden County any more. One of the 
leaders, who was fired from a good job, 
and allegedly threatened with physical 
violence, has left the State altogether. 

Second. There are 300 Negro teachers 
in Gadsden County. They are unwilling 
to register because of the fear of losing 
their jobs or other economic reprisals. 

Third. An elderly Negro who was 
registered to vote was asked by Commis
sion investigators why he had not gone 
to the polls. He said: "I am too old to 
be beaten up." 

Fourth. One businessman refused to 
be interviewed at all. His reason: "They 
would bomb my business out of existence 
if I even talked with you." 
_ Fifth. The voting age Negro popula

tion of Mississippi is over 500,000. Yet 
there are 14 counties in Mississippi with 
over 100,000 voting age Negro residents 
in which not a single Negro citizen is 
registered. 

Sixth. A Negro who attempted to pay 
his poll tax and register 1n Bolivar 
County, Miss., saw h1s b111 thrown into 
the waste basket. 

Seventh. Poll taxes are also refused in 
Tallahatchie County. Negroes in this 
county expressed fear of reprisals and 
were reluctant to testify at all. A pub
lic school principal who attempted to 
register was discharged from her post. 

Eighth. In Leflore County, Miss., a 
Negro army veteran who had served as 
a technical sergeant, was visited and 
questioned at his home by two white men 
shortly after he attempted to register. 
Fearful of reprisals, he stopped trying. 

Ninth. In Forrest County, Miss .. Ne
groes have been told that they could not 
register. At other times, the registrar 
simply absents himself whenever Ne
groes apply to register. One Negro, 
while waiting for the registrar to return 
to his office, observed two white women 
being registered without question by a 
clerk who had told him she had no au· 
thority to register applicants. 

Tenth. In Clarke County, Miss., the 
registrar turns Negroes away with the 
advice that they should "watch the 
papers and see how the mess in Little 
Rock and the mess in Washington 
worked out." 

Eleventh. In Tennessee, intimidation 
of Negroes appears to be a problem in 
only three counties-HaYWood. Fayette 
and Hardman. Twelve Negro war veter
ans registered in Fayette County in 1958. 
They were so intimidated, when they ap
peared to vote, that only 1 of the 12 
voted, and he doubted that his ballot 
was counted because he thought he had 
handed it to someone instead of drop
ping it in the box. Two others were 
frightened away when two deputy 
sheriffs approached them. One was told 
by his banker that something might 
happen to him if he tried to vote. An
other, who was in the hauling business. 
lost all his customers and the police 
threatened to arrest any of his drivers 
found on the highway in his trucks. 

Twelfth. In Alabama, which has over 
one-half million Negroes of voting age, 
only 73,272 are registered. On the other 
hand, over 800,000 white citizens are 
registered out of the total . voting age 
white population of 1,231,514. 

Thirteenth. In 2 out of 12 counties 
in Alabama in which Negroes constitute 
a majority of the 1950 voting age pop
ulation, not a single Negro is registered 
to vote. In 7 of these 12 counties, the 
number of Negroes registered is fewer 
than 7 percent of the county's Negro 
voting age population. 

Fourteenth. Macon County, Ala., the 
site of Tuskegee Institute, ranks first in 
the State in the proportion of its Negroes 
of age 25 or over who have at least a 
high school education, and in the per
centage of Negro residents who hold col
lege degrees. After court action by 
Macon County Negroes to become reg
istered, all members of the board of 
registrars resigned and there was not a 
publicly functioning board from about 
1946 to 1948. The board ha.S been pe
riodically inoperative for long periods 
since that time. 

Fifteenth. The voucher system is an
other obstacle 1n Alabama even when the 
registrars are functioning. This system 
requires every applicant for registration 
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to be accompanied by an already reg
istered voter. But a voter can vouch 
for only two applicants per year and in 
recent years no white elector has vouched 
for a Negro applicant in Macon County. 

Sixteenth. White and Negro applicants 
are registered in separate rooms. Ne
groes must wait 3 to 9 hours before they 
are admitted and are then given lengthy 
provisions of the Constitution to copy. 
Even after this rigmarole, many are 
never told whether they have been ac
cepted or rejected. 

Seventeenth. In Dallas County, Ala., 
Negro businessmen who attempted to 
register were refused service and de
liveries by white wholesalers and other 
economic pressure was brought against 
them. 

I could go on and .on detailing these 
incidents from the official report of the 
Commission. But I think what I have 
already cited is sufficient. In the words 
of the Commission: 

It has. become apparent that legislation 
presently on the books is inadequate to as
sure that all our qualified citizens shall 
enjoy the right to vote. There exists here 
a striking gap between our principles and 
our everydray practices. This is a mmal 
gap. It spills over into and violates other 
areas of our society. It runs counter to our 
traditional concepts of fair play. It is a. 
partial repudiation of our faith in the demo
cratic system. It undermines the morlil 
suasion of our national stand in interna
tional affairs. It reduces the productivity 
of our Nation. 

This is a powerful indictment . . The 
case has been p:roven by the evidence 
before the Commission. It is now for us 
to provide the remedy. 

The right to vote, however, is not our 
only concern in this debate. Here is a 
bill of particulars for the field of educa ... 
tion: 

First.. It has. been almost 6 years since 
the Supreme Court's decision declaring 
school segregation unconstitutional. 
Yet, in five States-Alabama. Georgja, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Caro
lina-not a single Negro child has been 
admitted to an all-white public school. 

Second. At the same time, thousands 
of children, white and colored, have been 
deprived of all schooling for periods 
ranging up to several months. Other 
thousands of school children have been 
forced to use inadequate makeshift fa
cilitieS'. It has been estimated that over 
1 million pupil-days of schooling have 
been wasted just in the last 2 years. 

Third. The extremists have resorted to 
every kind of" device to frustrate compli
ance with the law of the land. In some 
States, a rash of pupil placement laws 
have been enacted, in others automatic 
school-closing statutes, and in still others 
a system of allegedly private schools sup
ported by State funds has been insti
tuted. 

Fourth. All this frantic activity has 
been designed to keep Negro children 
from sitting next to white children in a 
classroom. These children are· the im
mediate victims of a prejudice nurtured 
by years of unremedied, unequal treat
men~ of Negroes, but the whole country 
ultimately su1fers from these aettol'lS. 

Fifth. There has been some progress 
in these last 5.% years, but we have the 

right to be impatient about the time it 
is taking to carry out the Supreme 
Court's ruling. We must not sit back 
and watch the Court's mandate die of 
old age. 

My bill of particulars cannot stop at 
this point. I must mention the rash of 
hate bombings which have plagued our 
land in recent years. I must add a word 
about the vicious racists who have de
stroyed our places of education, our 
homes, even our sanctuaries. These 
deeds have disgraced the whole Nation. 

I must refer to the brutally depraved 
mob that murdered Mack Charles 
Parker. This mob has thus far es
caped mortal punishment. But their 
souls will have no peace. And their 
example must never be allowed repe
tition. 

Mr. President, no one who studies the 
record can doubt the necessity for addi
tional laws to protect civil rights: The 
only differences, after reviewing this bill 
of particulars and the facts, can be over 
what new laws should be enacted. not 
ove~: whether new laws are needed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 

made reference to the Parker case. He 
does recognize that, with regard to the 
innocence or guilt of Parker himself, 
who was charged with a felony at the 
time, it was against the law of the State, 
and this case was investigated on invita
tion of the State government by the FBI, 
as well as by the local officials. 

Mr. KEATING. I am aware of that. 
I am aware of several facts-first, that 
Parker was charged with a very serious 
offense, one for which, if he had been 
proved guilty, he could have received 
severe punishment; second, that an ef
fort was made by the State authorities 
to obtain an indictment, but without 
success; third, that the Federal Govem.
ment made an effort to charge the per
petrators with a violation of the criminal 
statutes relating to c1vil rights, and the 
grand jury in the Federal court refused 
to indict. I am aware of those facts. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In view of 
the fact that this case was placed before 
a Federal grand jury, and a. Federal dis
trict attorney presented the evidence to 
the grand jury, and in view of the fact 
that the Governor of the State imme
diately requested the FBI to assist the 
local officials in investigating the case, 
it is difficult for me to see what addi
tional law would have made any differ
ence, if the law had been violated. AP
parently the g~:and jury, upon the pres
entation of what evidence there was, 
simply did not find that sufficient evi
dence was presented to convict any per
sen in connection with the alleged crime. 

Mr. KEATING. However, even i! 
there had been an indictment and the 
perpetrators had been found guilty in 
the Federal .court, they would have been 
faced only with a $1,000 fine or a year 
in prison, as the maximum penalty they 
could receive as individua.Is, or a $5,000 
fine and 10 years in prison if there was 
a conspiracy. 

Obviously there was a oo!dbloode4 
murder by someone. If there had been 

an indictment and a finding of guilt in 
the Federal court, I think. the penalty 
should have been very much more severe. 
The proposal I make is for an amend
ment to the civil rights statute. It is not 
an antilynching bill in the same sense 
that many of the other bills before us 
are. 

It would increase the penalties in case 
of conviction under the civil rights 
statute, and provide that if injury oc
curs, the penalty shall be greater; and if 
death occurs, and the jury so recom
mends to the court~ and the court ac
cepts the recommendation, the death 
penalty may be imposed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We in 
Louisiana have been extremely fortu
nate, insofar as lynching is concerned 
during the time this Senator has rep
resented that State. I do not believe a 
lynching has occurred during those 12 
years. I suppose it has been a very long 
time since there has been a lynching in 
that State. However, during that time 
there have been a great number of other 
murders, and unfortunately, there were 
a considerable number of them in con
nection with which no one has ever 
been convicted of the crimes. Someone 
must have committed them. It is a 
favorite publicity stunt for some news
papers to advertise for anyone who may 
know some facts about a certain crime 
that has been committed, and offer 
$1,000 or $5,000 reward, prihting all the 
details of unsolved murders that have 
been committed during the past 10 to 17 
years. 

It seems to me that there is not much 
evidence to indicate that justice could 
not be had under the existing laws, with 
respect to a lynching· which might occur. 

The Senator says nothing about all 
the other murders. There have been 
many of them. Sometimes white per
sons murder whites, and at other times 
Negroes murder Negroes. 

In still other cases. perhaps a mem
ber of one race murders someone of a 
different racer But it is impossible for 
us to apprehend every criminal. The 
Senator well knows that .the general 
theory' of our law is that it is better to 
fail to punish a number of guilty per
sons than to punish a single innocent 
person who has not committed a. crime, 
or who has perhaps been falsely accused 
of it. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from 
New York is aware of the fact that his 
own State and every other State have 
unsolved murders. The Senator from 
New York is against murder in any 
form, as is the Senator from Louisiana, 
no matter what the color of the skin of 
the perpetrator. 

Fortunateiy lynchings have decreased 
in recent years. The Mack Charles 
Parker case is certainly what I would 
call a lynching. It brought us up pretty 
short, because it had been quite some 
time sfnce there had been another. I 
hope it will be an eternity before there 
is a repetition of such an incident. 

I favor a Federal antilynching law, 
but I can understand the position of 
those who do not. I was very grateful 
for the opportunity to point out the re
spect in which the proposal I make is 
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not a new Federal antilynching bill. It 
is an amendment to existing civil rights 
statutes which makes it a Federal crim
inal offense to deprive anyone of his 
civil rights. I realize that the punish
ment under my bill is more severe than 
it is under most of the Federal anti
lynching proposals, but I believe it is 
a step which some would be prepared 
to take, whereas they would not be pre
pared to go as far as to vote for a Fed
eral antilynching law. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I certainly 
hope that the Senator would not rec
ommend that ·a man be placed on trial 
for his life without the right of a jury 
trial. 

Mr. KEATING. Oh, no. Of course 
he would get a jury trial. I believe that 
the seven point program proposed by 
the administration embodied in the 
Dirksen amendments is an excellent 
starting point, and that its enactment 
would be a most significant step for
ward. In brief, this program includes 
provisions to punish interference with 
school desegregation orders, to enable 
the FBI to track down the church and 
school bombers, to permit schooling of 
children of servicemen in areas where 
local schools have been shut down by the 
State in order to avoid complying with 
the Supreme Court decision, to require 
preservation and allow inspection of 
voting records by the Department of 
Justice, to assist the States in carrying 
out desegregation plans; to place the 
Committee on Nondiscrimination Un
der Government Contracts on a statu
tory basis, and to allow the appointment 
of voting referees in court voting rights 
cases. 

I shall discuss each of these provisions 
in more detail as this debate unfolds. 
But I regard this as a meaningful and 
effective program for dealing with most 
of the problems in this field and I shall 
give it my full support. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator know offhand of any case with 
regard to a so-called hate bombing or 
with regard to a lynching occurring in 
recent years where the changes in the 
law which he recommends would ac
tually have been effective? The point 
I have in mind is that the grand jury 
in the Parker case did not feel that it 
had sufficient evidence on which to base 
a true bill against anyone by way of in- . 
dictment. It would appear to me that 
if that is the case, no indictment could 
have been returned, regardless of how 
the statute would have read. 

Mr. KEATING. I have knowledge of 
such cases, and I shall be prepared to 
go into them in greater detail when we 
get to each of these specific amendments. 

As I understand, a unanimous-con
sent request was made to consider the 
amendments en bloc. Objection was 
made. Therefore, it is necessary to con
sider them separately. I envision that 
as this debate unfolds we will be able 
to go into greater detail with regard to 
this matter. 

The Senator has referred to hate 
bombings. My study of the problem, in
cluding, indeed, a personal visit to the 
areas involved, gave me a general im
pression which I believe is for the most 
part confirmed by nearly all of the local, 
municipal, and State officials in the 
States affected, who I might say were 
absolutely shocked by these bombings of 
churches and synagogues and schools 
just as much as anyone else from any 
other part of the country was shocked
a general impression that they were per
petrated by an interstate group of indi
viduals with the characteristics of a 
Nazi-li~e group, which wo~d do a job in 
Georgia., say, and then slip over to Flor
ida and do a job there, and then slip 9ver 
into Alabama and do a job there; that the 
explosives were carried across State lines, 
and that the explosives did not come from 
the States in which the incidents took 
place. ' 

I believe it would be desirable to have 
the Federal Government in such a posi
tion that it could step into a situation 
like that at once. 

I recall that after the Lindbergh Kid
napping Act was passed, it was narrowed 
to make it effective after 24 hours had 
elapsed, so that 24 hours after a person 
is kidnapped, it is presumed that he has 
been carried across State lines. That 
permits the FBI to come into the kid .. 
naping almost at the beginning, and the 
great facilities of that fine organization 
are brought to bear on the solution of the 
crime. 

I believe that has been an effective 
deterrent in the kidnaping field. It is 
relatively seldom now that one hears 
about a kidnaping. The same is true 
about white slavery and about motor 
vehicles and other crimes involving an 
interstate situation for which Federal 
legislation has been enacted. I believe 
that we should give our attention to 
making it possible for the FBI to step 
into such cases at an early stage. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator have any doubt whatever that 
if a southern grand jury were presented 
with proper evidence it would not in
dict someone who had 'done something 
like engaging in hate bombing? 

Mr. KEATING. I do not like to have 
the Senator ask me to characterize a 
grand jury in any one of our States. I 
wish he would relieve me of that neces
sity. Grand juries in my State some
times have done things with which I 
was not in complete sympathy. The 
Senator from Louisiana, I am sure, real
izes that grand jurors are human and 
are swayed to some extent by the feel
ings and mores of the communities in 
which they reside. I do not wish to· 
characterize any group of men in any 
State of the Union as not fulfilling their 
oath of office. · 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.. Does the 
Senator have any knowledge of any case 
in which he feels the grand jury might 
have been presented proper evidence to 
indict someone for a bombing of a 
church or school building, but failed 
to do so? 

Mr. KEATING. I do not think it 1s 
fair for me, as an outsider, to say with 

any degree of assurance that in any 
specific case, without be~g connected 
with the district attorney's office, and 
knowing exactly what the situation is, 
an injustice had been done. There have 
been cases in which I happen to think 
that probably an injustice was done. 
That is about as strong as I could con
scientiously state it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Perhaps the 
particular neck of woods from which the 
junior Senator from Louisiana hails is 
an exception. However, I do not think 
it is. We have a pretty good sheriff, and 
I believe a pretty good district attorney. 
The sheriff is the president of the Na
tional Sheriffs Association. and the dis
trict attorney is the former president 
of the National District Attorneys Asso
ciation. 

Mr. KEATING. And they have a very 
good Senator down there, too, 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator. That would speak well for 
them. I believe it is a very fine com
munity so far as harmony among people 
is concerned. I would be amazed indeed 
to find that in any part of the country 
a grand jury, with proper evidence be
fore it, would not indict, and that the 
district attorney with such evidence in 
his possession would not prosecute to the 
full extent of the law, or that a judge 
would not punish appropriately any per
son that was found guilty of such ac
tivity. 

It may not be a pleasant task for the 
local officials to act in such a case, but 
it is their duty to do so if they are con
fronted with it. It seems to me that the 
Federal Government should step into 
such a situation only if it appears that 
the local government has broken down. 
I do not know of any circumstances 
where they have failed to discharge their 
responsibility with regard to hate bomb
ings. Does the Senator know of any 
case where there was any tangible evi
dence to indicate that these bombings 
were interstate in character? 

Mr. KEATING. I believe it is undis
puted that the pattern in many of the 
bombings was the same, and that the ex
plosives used in most of them came from 
a State which was not involved in any 
bombing. I think the Senator from· 
Louisiana will find that that understand
ing is quite well accepted. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would be 
curious to know how that fact could be 
established, or even substantial evidence 
presented to that effect. As a former 
demolition man, I was under the impres
sion that not much is left after a bomb
ing to enable such an identification to be 
made. If a stick of TNT is exploded, 
not much is left of it to indicate its 
origin. 

Mr. KEATING. It must be that ad
vances have been made in demolition 
techniques in recent years, since the 
Senator from Louisiana was blowing up 
things, because methods were pointed 
out to us which enable identification · to 
be made of the source of the explosive. 
In a number of instances, the explosives 
came from the same place. I myself did 
not know that until the question was 
raised in connection with this trip. 
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Mr .. LONG of Louisiana. My impres

sion would be that the explosives would 
come from an area where such things are 
manufactured. Could the Senator ten 
me what area that would be? 
Mr~ KEATING. I can. but I prefer to 

tell the Senator privately. I do not want 
to involve publicly the particular State 
concerned. It is not New York. :But I 
prefer to tell the- Senator privately, and 
I shall be happy to do so. 

Mr. President, having made this state
ment, I give full support to the Dirksen 
amendments. I believe, at the same 
time, that additional measures are jus
tified and needed to complete the job. 
These include a bill to deter lynching 
for all time by providing a discretionary 
death penalty for deprivations of civil 
rights resulting in the murder of the 
victim. Under the present law, the 
penalties are fixed without regard to the 
injury of the victim. These penalties 
obviously are inadequate in lynching 
cases and must be increased. I have 
been advised that the Attorney General 
supports this particular proposal, al
though I understand he has not indi
cated his approval of other so-called 
antilynching bills which have been in
troduced. .I also shall offer an amend
ment to give the Attorney General the 
right to prosecute civil actions in all 
cases involving denials of equal protec
tion of the laws and not merely in voting 
cases. The Government has a responsi
bility to implement this provision of the 
Constitution which should not be dele
gated entirely to private citizens. 
There is precedent for such a bill in a 
host of Federal statutes under which the 
whole weight of the Federal Govern
ment, including the legal resources of 
the Department of Justice, are made 
available to enforce Federal laws. The 
Federal Communications Commission, 
f.or example, will argue a case all the 
way up to the Supreme Court to defend 
the granting of a license to a broad
caster or a rate increase to the tele
phone company. The Nationa;I Labor 
Relations BOard will exhaust every 
available remedy for the benefit of an 
employee who it :finds has been sub
jected to antiunion discrimination by 
his employer or coercion by his union. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission 
will defend shippers against unfair rate 
charges without any investigation of 
the ability of the shipper to prosecute 
his own claim~ In all these cases, there 
is a public interest in the enforcement 
of the law which we have agreed, with
out too much controversy, makes it ap
propriate for the Federal Goverment to 
interv.ene. There is no less public in
terest in the enforcement of the provi
sions of the Constitution involved in 
equal protection cases. 

In addition to the new provisions, I 
will also offer some amendments to the 
present provisions of the seven.;.point 
administration bilL The Department 
of Justice has prepared an amendment 
to. the voting referee provision.- spelling 
out in detail.· the mechanies of its oper
ation. I believe this will improve the 
voting referee plan, and will certaJn.Jy 
propose, therefore, that this latest ver-

sion of the bill will be. substituted for 
the preseflt language. I also intend to 
continue to work within the Rules Com
mittee for a proposal that will deserve 
the support o! all of us interested in 
action to protect the right to vote. I 
am still of the opinion that the referee 
and registrar bills are not mutually ex
clusive and that it is possible to com
bine the best features of both in one 
measure. It is vitally important to 
avoid any unnecessary division among 
the supporters of strong right-to-vote 
legislation, and I shall certainly be 
working for bipartisan support on this 
critical phase of our-efforts. 

I also intend to propose an amendment 
to the antibombing section of the ad
ministration's bill to make it applicable 
to homes. 0\.lr experience has been that 
homes have been a frequent target of the 
hate bombers. I see no reason to leave 
such incidents uncovered by any bill on 
this subject. 

r know that other amendments will be 
offered during this debate which I will 
be able to support. But we must beware · 
of loopholes and traps in some of these 
proposals. The procedures spelled out 
in the majority leader's bill with regard 
to obtaining State voting reeords, for 
example, are entirely inadequate. They 
do not require State election officials to 
preserve their records for any period of 
time. And they make it virtually im
possible to obtain these records without 
the cooperation of the State Governor 
involved. Since some Governors have 
been a little less than cooperative in the 
past, this whole procedure may operate 
as a snare and a delusion. In my opin
ion it would worsen, rather than im
prove, existing conditions. 

The proposal in the same bill for a 
Conciliation Service, I also regard as 
unwise. I hope we never reach the stage 
in this country where the judgments of 
a court or the requirements of law are 
made subject to review by a Director of 
a Conciliation Service. The recognition 
and enforcement of a person's civil 
rights are not subjects to be bargained 
about. 

Mr. President, the cry of States rights
will be raised against every constructive 
proposal in. this field. I am a firm be
liever in protecting true States rights 
and avoiding any usurpation of State 
functions by the Federal Government. 
But to me it is a disservice to the cause 
of States rights to raise this cry in the 
present. context, for this implies that the 
States have the right to discriminate 
against Negro citizens who attempt to 
exercise the privilege of voting; it im
plies that the States have the right to 
:flout the law of the land requiring school 
desegregation; it implies that the States 
can allow lynch mobs. to act with im
punity; it. implies that the States have 
the ability to apprehend the hate bomb
ers who cross State lines. These impli
cations do not stand scrutiny. 

I believe in States rights because the 
State-S are closer to the people than any 
Federal bureaucracy and beeaus.e the 
states can serve as a. laboratory for the 
distillation of new and pr(Jgressive ideas 
and progr~ But this requires the 

States to truly re:fiect the will of all their 
citizens; and no State, under our repub
lican form of government, can espouse 
programs in violation of the provisions 
ot th~ Constitution. States rights will 
be strengthened, not· weakened, by the 
voting and other protections which I am 
advocating~ . Let us remember that these 
are corrective measures only. If there 
are no deprivations of voting rights, no 
evasions of constitutional requirements, 
no unsolved bombings and lynchings, 
then there will be no occasion ever for 
implementation of any of these laws. 
Surely the States have rights; but they 
also have obligations. If these obliga
tions are fulfilled, the Federal Govern
ment will never be called upon to act 
under any of these provisions. 

Mr. President, some skirmishes in this 
new phase of the civil rights battle al
ready have been fought. It is regret
table, but undeniable, that the result of 
these skirmishes has been to make our 
cause more difficult. 

We failed to change. the filibuster rule 
in any substantial respect. This will 
handicap e:1forts to invoke cloture after 
there has been a reasonable opportunity 
for debate. 

In addition, we failed to bring out of 
committee any civil rights legislation. 
This has made it necessary for us to 
utilize an entirely irrelevant measure as 
a vehicle for our debate. I regret this 
procedure as much as does anyone else, 
although it should be made clear that 
what is being done is entirely proper and 
is not at all uncommon under the rules 
of the Senate. At the same time, it cer
tainly would be better to have a commit
tee-approved civil rights bill before us; 
and I shall continue to urge the Rules 
Committee to act on the voting meas
ures it has under consideration. 

Delay and confusion are among the 
weapons of the opposition. We all know 
there are many important matters which 
have to be acted on by the Senate prior 
to adjournment. Delay will lead to 
pressure to get the civil rights debate 
over with, to compromise, to yield; per
haps even to abandon the :fight. Many of 
us, however, do not intend to be intimi
dated by any talkfest. We will not be 
bullied by a barrage of words. It must 
be made clear at the outset that any fili
buster will be futile; that the Senate will 
meet day and night, and on weekends, if 
necessary, to allow these issues to be 
dealt with on their merits. If all of us 
who believe in this cause will join to
gether, we can overcome any unreason
able obstacle and achieve our goals. 

Let it be known now that the pro
ponents of equal justice are resolute and 
indefatigable; that our cause gives us 
strength; and that our convictions give 
us determination. I beli.eve with all my 
heart and soul that the measures we 
shall advocate are in the American tra
dition of justice, equality, liberty, and 
freedom. The real question in this de
bate is whether we shall be true to our 
heritage. 

Mr. President, these issues are too vi
tal to the welfare of our country to be 
buried in a wasteland of passoniate out
bursts and meaningless threats. Let 
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us deai with these issues on their merits. 
Let us respect honest differences of opin· 
ion, and avoid partisan or personal 
characterization. Let us give everyone 
reasonable opportunity to be heard. 
Then let us act in what each of us be· 
lieves is in the best interests of our 
country. Let our debate reflect credit 
on this great institution and achieve 
positive results which will benefit an · 
our people. 

We have a sacred duty to perform-a 
duty deserving of our last full measure 
of devotion. When this chapter in our 
history is written, let it be recorded that 
we met our duty in the tradition of 
America. 

THE WORLD WE WANT-ADDRESS 
BY SENATOR McGEE 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, as part of my remarks, 
a very :fine address by the junior Sen· 
a tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE]. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

THE WORLD WE WANT 
(Address by the Honorable GALE W. McGEE, 

Senator from Wyoming, at the North 
Carolina Conference on World Affairs, 
Chapel H111, N.C., February 11, 1960) 
We are met here today to discuss a ques

tion that is quite unreal, "the world we 
want." It is unreal because I seriously ques
tion whether Americans know what kind of 
world they want; it is unreal because the 
United States cannot in itself determine the 
kind of world to be. 

A country which has already confused 
consumer luxury with national prosperity; 
one that has long since lost its dedication 
to high principle amid an abundance of 
materialistic gimmicks; one that · has sur
rendered ideals to gadgetry; a country which 
prays ·on its national Thanksgiving for less 
food because of too much; a nation which 
describes its greatest national blight as food 
surpluses while three-fourths of the people 
of the rest of the world cry out for more • • • 
these passing attributes reveal a nation and 
a people who have lost their way, who have 
lost sight of true national purpose and na
tional objectives. People in these circum
stances can hardly know what kind of world 
they want. 

Even if we ln America knew what kind of 
world we wanted, it would be impossible to 
impose that image on the rest of the world. 
Long since should we have disabused our
selves of the notion that the world ought 
to be created ln our image. We cannot make 
little Americans out of everyone, nor should 
we try. There are forces in the world, and 
always will be, which lie quite beyond the 
capacities of even Democrats or Republicans 
to change or to do very much about. 

Therefore, it is far more ill.lportant that' 
we discuss here today, not the world we 
want but rather the world we're likely to 
get. This I propose to do in the next few 
minutes. 

What wm the world of the next decade 
be? It will possess three or four character
istics to which all American thoughts and 
plans must be accommodated. First, it will 
be this world and not some imaginary em
pire in outer space. From the press and TV 
o:n.e could be led to believe that we were 
about ready to abandon the Earth in favor 
of the Moon. The harsh fact is that we're 
going to have to learn to live on this globe' 

with the chances of escape into some other 
planet being desperately remote if not im
possible for the most of us. The planetary 
binge on which many Americans now seem 
to be is merely another upsurge for an 
escape from the realities of our time. While 
this is a human impulse, it is not defensible 
among a people whose history has been writ
ten by courageous acts committed against 
overwhelming odds. It is time we got our 
heads out· of the stratosphere and our feet 
back on the good earth and work harder at 
the task of learning to live with our fellow 
men. It would be the height of folly if in 
our desperate search for escape we should 
win the Moon and lose the Earth. 

A second characteristic of the world we're 
likely to get is that it will be an Asian 
world. One does not have to be a great 
prophet to foretell the racial makeup of 
the population of the world in the decade 
ahead. A typical cross section of mankind 
reduced to 100 people looks something like 
this even now. Out of the 100, 4 would be 
from Australia, New Zealand, and the South 
Pacific; 5 from the United States and Can
ada, 6 from Latin America, 7 from the Soviet 
Union, 8 from Africa, 14 from Western Eu
rope, and 56 from Asia. 
· The next 10 years · may well be char
acterized by a shift of power, as well as the 
point of danger, from Moscow to Peiping. 
In any case it will be shifting to a part of 
the world about which we know so little and 
understand even less. 

Few indeed are the courses in world his
tory taught in our public and private insti
tutions today which · include the histories of 
the great nationalities and cultures of the 
East. For most Americans the world still 
begins with Christopher Columbus. Rare is 
the history curriculum which attempts to 
carry the story back even to the days of 
Greece and :Rome. Of this dominating major 
fact of the world, a distressing number of 
Americans remain blissfully ignorant. 

To apply American standards or judgments 
to the peoples or achievements of the gov
ernments of Asia could create more trouble 
rather than· less. On a recent trip to south
east Asia I saw among the new resettlement 
villages in the high central plateau ~ountry 
of Vietnam cases in point. In one instance 
the resettled villagers were still hauling their 
water from the banks of a stream up to their 
new huts considerably higher than the 
stream bed. It seemed obvious to some of 
us Americans that they should have built 
closer to the stream so that they might have 
piped the water through their homes as a 
matter of convenience. One of the villagers 
was quick to explain, however, that to do so 
would have deprived them of their daily trips 
to the riverbank for water and for the 
women to do the family laundry, an expe
rience which gave them their principal con
tacts with their neighbors and their friends 
and which they were desirous of retaining. 
While this primitive means of procuring 
water tends to offend the efficient habits of 
an American, it is well for us all to remem
ber that people are different-especially 
Asian people. If we're goine to survive in an 
Asian world, we're going to have to work at 
understanding the Asian mind. 

A third characteristic of the world we're 
likely to get is that it will be a nondemocratic 
world. In the memory of most men still 
living, we have waged two world wars for 
democracy. It is shocking to many of our 
people to realize that democracy has not 
been the major harvest of the peace which 
followed either struggle. Within 10 years 
after World war !1, which had been waged 
"to make the world safe for democracy," the 
world had, in fact, been made safe only for 
dictatorships. Only · Great Britain, France, 
and a handful of smaller countries remained 
with the United States as outposts of de-

mocracy. In the wake of World War II 
nearly 2 dozen nations in Asia and Africa. 
have become independent. Very few of these 
can truthfully be described as democracies. 

Before deploring the lack of democracy 
among these new governments, however, it 
is well for Americans to rediscover for them
selves the basic truths of a working democ
racy. They should recall that democracy is 
not something that you can buy for, or im
pose upon, another people. Rather, it is an 
attitude and a way of looking at life that 
is born of a certain idealism and matures 

· in the harsh realities of day-to-day national 
experience. Democracy can only come from 
within; it cannot be assigned to a people 
from without. 

Our own history -is an excellent case in 
point. Although we are fond of speaking of 
our own Revolution in 1776 as "democratic," 
in fact by the time we formalized our sys
tem in the Constitutional Convention a. 
dozen years later, little more than the words 
of democracy had survived. True Demo
crats like Samuel Adams and Patrick Henry 
not only had deserted the cause, they were, 
in fact, not wanted by the framers of the 
Constitution. By 1789 when the United 
States launched its own form of govern
ment, scarcely one male in eight had the 
right to vote. The Americans were far from 
democracy in the early years of the Repub
lic. And now, nearly two centuries later, we 
are still working hard at the business of be
coming more democratic. 

Remembering these facts, it ill behooves 
us to lose faith with the new nations of to
day's world because they do not have demo
cratic governments. In the early stages 
at least it is far more important that these 
peoples acquire stability, a national con
sciousness, and a pride in their country. Be
cause most of the. areas now emerging in 
independence existed for centuries under an 
overburdening colonialism, they have a more 
backward society from which to call forth 
the experiences leading to democracy than 
nearly any government or people in the West. 
This is all the more a reason for our patience 
and our understanding of what these people 
in the developing areas of the world are go
ing through. 

· One of the ironies of the moment, indeed, 
is that while we worry about the rampant 
forces of nationalism undermining the 
United Nations and the concept of collective 
security in the West, the new nationalism of 
the independent areas of the East becomes 
the first best hope for mobilizing resistance 
against the encroachments of communism or 
of any other form of imperialistic venture. 

A fourth characteristic of the world we're 
likely to get is that it will continue to be 
a world in crisis rather than a world at peace. 
Given the frightening power capabilities of 
the giants of the earth through nuclear war
fare; given the explosive concomitants of 
population increases everywhere; given the 
revolutionary expectations of hundreds of 
millions of people, principally in Asia and 
Africa, it would be naive to expect the world 
in the next decade to become a place of idyl
lic peace. For these reasons we must expect 
the world to continue to be a place of ten
sions, near wars, or even limited wars for 
a considerable time to come. 

Facing the realities of these characteristics, 
we can, nonetheless, influence the direction 
of the changes now taking place and perhaps 
even temper the climate of opinion which 
surely wlll emerge. I would like to suggest 
several ways in which American foreign policy 
could best hope to do so. 

The first is to increase our efforts in non
military activities. The nature of the Com
mun1st conspiracy in widely scattered areas 
of the world has required an overwhelming 
military commitment on our part. The stag
gering size of our military appropriations for 



,, .. 

1960 CONGRESSIONAL R~CORD- SENATE 3071 
defense around the world has tended, how
ever, to crowd nonmilitary programs out . of 
the budget or to squeeze the:t;n down to a 
meaningful or ineffective size. 

As a. consequence, the American image 
abroad has acquired a negative or defensive 
or predominantly military character in the 
eyes of other peoples. Nearly everywhere in 
my travels most native populations under
stand very clearly what it is America is 
against. 

But increasingly they a.re asking, "What 
is America for?" This is to say that we 
have to balance our necessary defense pos
ture with a. constructive offering of posi
tive values and hopeful nonmilitary goals. 
These goals will lie largely in the area of 
economic development, particularly in those 
areas of the world which lie generally south 
of the Northern Hemisphere-areas that are 
only now. developing toward higher standards 
of living. · 

In Asia, for example, population increase 
and military necessity have combined to 
diminish, if not actually negate, most of our 
nonmilitary economic programs. Many of 
our endeavors in south Asia have been lauda
ble, constructive, and farseeing, but their ~et 
impact has been lost amid ·the vast popu
lations in the area. Take Vietnam, for ex
ample. There we have spent in the 4 years of 
independence approximately $1 billion-a 
staggering sum by any standards. Yet so 
much of this total has had to go into mili
tary and defense programs in order to hold 
back the tide of encroaching communism 
from the north that very little, in fa.ct, has 
been left for public developments so sorely 
needed. As a result, the economy of Vietnam 
has increased but 1 percent, a modest in
crease wiped out by population growth. 

India is another case in point. Once again 
population is the pressing problem. India 
has long been unable to produce even enough 
food for her own people. Although the birth 
rate there has declinetl, the death rate has 
dropped even faster. The result is a tre
mendous gain of births over deaths. 

Because of the vast population base-more 
than 450 million people-there are more mil
lions of people being added to the country 
each year than the slow-moving economic 
system there has been able to absorb. Even 
as our modest help to India has increased, 
the need for more and more economic assist
ance has increased still faster. In effect 
India, with all of our help, is falling behind 
her own requirements. The net result is a 
lowering rather than a raising of the stand
ard of livingin many areas. For a very few 
years ahead India ·will desperately need mas
sive economic help-perhaps double that of 
the present-in order to get ahead of the 
population pressures. Only when they are on 
top of this problem will they dare to think 
about "phasing out" their economic depend
ence upon more fortunate countries like the 
United States. 

India's plight is brought more sharply into 
· focus when it is arrayed alongside the rising 
threat of Communist China. The test right 
now is whether the Chinese system of ex
ploiting the individual will triumph over the 
Indian system of respecting the individual. 
Only the blind could be optimistic about 
the outcome at this moment. · 

Vietnam and India. are strong examples of 
the nature of our problems in this critical 
part of the world. Unless our nonmilitary 
economic programs are vastly increased dur
ing the next 3 to 5 years, the position of the 
south Asians, and indeed our own position 
in that part of the world, will be inundated 
by the combination of population, m111tary 
threat, and economic inadequacy. . 

The United States in order to win has to 
meet the economic challenge of south Asia 
on a scale commensurate with the size of the 
problem. It is foolhardy to point to the 

numbers of dollars being spent in that part 
of the world without reference to what needs 
to be done. To take one step ahead only to 
slip back two or three saves money for no 
one. Instead, it wastes it for all. Nor can It 
be excused as slow progress. It would, in 
fact, mark a retreat into oblivion. 

The time is at hand, therefore, when the 
American people need to be told the truth 
about the magnitude of the economic chal
lenge around the world. Mr. Khrushchev has 
warned us many times. He seems willing to · 
grant that in sheer military capacities his 
country and ours cancel one another out. 
But he makes no bones about the fact that 
the Kremlin is confident of ultimate tri
umph through the instrument of economic 
warfare. 

Economic war is the most dangerous and 
threatening of all, not because we can't afford 
it, but because we refuse to recognize it for 
what it is. It is difficult to excite people 
about economic warfare. It can't be 
launched from Cape Canaveral. People don't 
die today on the economic battlefronts-
the fact that they may be liquidated 5 years 
or 10 years hence is a ruthless fact which the 
public mind finds it too convenient to post
pone for later contemplation. 

It is important, therefore, for Americans to 
recognize before it is too late that the battle
ground for the showdown between freedom 
and totalitarianism has been shifted from the 
military to the economic arena. It is still 
war regardless of what names may be used 
to disguise the conflict. 
· As a nation we are far better equipped to 

wage and to win this kind of war than we 
are a strictly military conflict. To do so, 
however, we must recognize the danger for 
what it is, discipline our endeavors, deter
mine the n~cessary priorities, and prepare for 
the sacrifices which alone will permit us the 
maximum effort in a free society such as ours. 

A second way in which American foreign 
policy can strengthen its position would be 
to launch a massive exchange-of .. persons 
program. Until now we have made only 
token efforts in this area. The kind of pro
gram I envisage would have two phases, one 
aimed at the Russians, the other aimed 
toward Asia. For the Russians, it would re
quire bringing to the United States tens of 
thousands . of Soviets for at least a quick 
"cook's tour." In my judgment there need 
be no regard as to the kind of Russians to 
be included in this program. 

During my own travels in the U:S.S.R. I 
found the Russians at all levels intensely 
curious about America and envious of our · 
standards of material achievements, partic
ularly in the area of consumer luxuries. It 
would be useful, 1n my judgment, if we could 
whet the Russian appetite for more and, more 
consumer goods. I have often advocated 
that ·Sears-Roebuck and Montgomery Ward 
catalogs ought to be required in the luggage 
of every American tourist going to the 
U.S.S.R. Dropped among the townsfolk in 
any Russian community, the catalogs would 
create an explosion (in the form of new· 
expectations) which would rival that of nu
clear weaponry. 
What~ver else one may think of the Rus

sian people, they remain people and possess 
the same human aspirations as the rest of 
us. The more we can contribute to their 
ri,Sing expectations from their own govern.
ment, the more we intensify the pressures 
on the Kremlin to yield to consumer de
mands and thus to modify the otherwise 
total drive toward strictly military and po
litical objectives. 

We have nothing to risk ·nor to suffer from 
Russians seeing how we live in the cross
roads communities of America. On the other 
hand, there 1s everything to gain. This will 
cost money. I submit, however, that every 
dollar thus spent would b1·ing a return in 

our favor f·ar greater than those dollars nec
essarily being spent for strictly military 
endeavors. 

The second phase of our exchange program 
would apply principaliy to Asia but also to 
the so-called Dark Continent of Africa and 
to Latin America. We are in difficulty in 
those areas of the world largely because most 
of our people know so little about the re
gions. It is not a difference of principles 
that separates us from the developing areas 
but a lack of understanding and a lack of 
basic information about what goes on there. 
Those few Americans who do see Asia, for 
example, are generally the wrong Americans. 
By "wrong" I mean they are elderly citizens 
who in their declining years have the finan
ci·al independence to finance a trip to this 
distant part of the world. They are not the 
people that would be leading our country 
tomorrow. Most of them, moreover, have 
little or no participation in the leadership 
of our Government even today. 

It is the youth of America that must rise 
to the needs to which Asia is challenging us 
at the moment. Therefore, I propose that 
the Government of the United States finance, 
as a p·art of our regular higher educational 
system, travel and residence for several 
months, perhaps for as long as a year, of 
1 million students annually. 

In addition, one of the alternatives to 
compulsory m11itary service ought to be an 
extended period of service overseas, particu
larly in underdeveloped regions and in non
military roles, such as agricultural develop
ment, social services in the cities, and sim
ilar public endeavors. 

Again, the cost for such a program would 
be considerable, but the cost should be 
equated with the good and the substantial 
steps toward our laudable goal of a more 
understanding world--one we understand 
and which understands us. We in America 
sent 12 million young people around the 
world with guns on their shoulders without 
batting an eye at the cost because we had 
to, to survive. Why can't we send other mil
lions of youth around the world with ideas 
in their heads? Guns alone cannot win; 
ideas may. 

In the struggle for the minds of men let's 
not forget our greatest resource. It is our 
historical tradition of ide~ and the vigor 
and dynamism of our youth. These mil
lions of young people would serve at once 
as America's finest ambassadors of good will. 
They would represent our most formidable 
frontline in the quest for truth and free
dom; and at the same time, they would re
turn to America as a rapidly filling reservoir 
of understanding and informed opinion of 
the critical sections of the world where the 
outcome of the conflict between freedom and 
tyranny still hangs in doubt. 

A third way in which American policy 
would best influence the changing world 
around us is to recognize frankly that the 
peoples of the world are in revolt and that 
these revolutions are principally within the 
context of American ideals and · made up 
of American ideas. It would be a mistake 

. to equate these outbursts as the evil doings 
of Communist conspirators. Rather, they 
would have exploded had there never been 
a Karl Marx or a Bolshevik uprising in Rus
sia in 1917. They reflect the normal aspira
tions of people everywhere for human dignity, 
for the integrity of the individual, for na
tional independence, and for freedom from 
tyranny. These movements are the Spirit 
of 1776 turned loose in the 20th century. 
While they have been delayed by nearly two 
centuries because of the heavy hands of 
colonialism and imperialism, they remain, 
nonetheless, powerful impulses. 

In short, it Is the Spirit of 1776 which is 
exciting the world r.ather than the Commu
nist revoltJtion of Marx and Lenin. The 
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sooner we recognize this fact, the sooner 
can we hope to channel the forces of change 
t oward constructive ends. This means that 
we must recognize revolution for what it is, 
try to understand it, and, where possible, to 
assist in attaining these laudable human as
pirations. It 111 behooves us who first set 
the example in our own history to look down 
our noses at those who have arrived 200 
years late. 

Nowhere have we a; better example of how 
not to do it than in China. There the forces 
of revolutionary change were under way long 
before even the Communist revolution in 
Russia.. Yet, we pretended not to see these 
changes; and as a result, our once strong 
position on the mainland was washed away 
by the fiood tide of revolution. The Rus
sians, by contrast, saw the change for what 
1t was. While not of their making, none
theless, they seized it and rode it in their 
own direction and to their own advantage. 
We might well learn from this unfortunate 
experience in our recent past. 

History teaches us nothing if not the in
evitabllity of change. For us to assert, as 
we seem bent upon doing at the moment, 
that there must be no change, or a.t the most 
that we will sit tight, hang on, and ride out 
the storm 1s only to invite greater disasters. 
Our static concepts, our desire to cllng to the 
status quo can only weaken our national 
foundations and hasten the decline of our 
position of leadership in the world. 

It 1s in these nonmili ta.ry areas then 
where the future opportunity for the 
strengthening of America's position in the 
world lles. By helping other peoples in 
technological a.nd economic ways to help 
themselves by a massive exchange of per
sons; and through a conscious employment 
of our ideals and principles a.s guideposts 
between which to channel the forces of the 
world revolution now sweeping the earth, we 
not only a.cqulre a new sense of direction 
ourselves, but we offer a. hope and a. chal
lenge to those milllons who aspire only to a 
better life. . 

Such a program has the obvious advan
tage of being positive and constructive 
rather than negative and defensive. It is 
aimed at helping people just because they 
are people and not because the groups in
volved are against Russians, or against Chi
nese, or against totalitarianism, or are will
ing (or unwilling) a.Illes. 

It is time that America. faced this new 
opportunity for exciting the peoples of the 
rest of the world. It 1s this kind of con
cept which represents the true goals of Amer
ican society, which reflects the deep purposes 
of the American way of life, and which con
summates what Ralph Wa.lc:lo Emerson once 
called the American dream. 

Mr. President, I .have not made a. 
search of the precedents; but to my lim
ited knowledge, and within my experi
ence, I believe this is an unprecedented 
action by the Department of State, in 
interfering with the normal carrying out 
of justice within a State. 

In that connection, today's Washing
ton Post has published, on page 13, an 
article which gives a summary of the 
reactions of various persons in Europe. 
I wish to read several of their comments. 

From the Paris Le Monde, which is 
one of the leading and most influential 
papers in France, I read what it had to 
say: 

If he was guilty, why add to the death 
penalty the agony of 12 years? 

The article states further: 
It was this aspect of the cas~essman•s 

long wait for death-which angered many in 
Europe, where few countries still have cap.. 
ital punishment. Europeans generally are 
not as concerned about the conviction as 
they are about his 12 years 1n the shadow of 
the gas chamber. 

The Manchester Guardian wrote: 
There 1s something radically wrong with a 

judicial system that can allow delays such as 
the 12-year ordeal which Chessman has en
dured in a death cell. 

L'Osservatore Romano, the Vatican 
newspaper, pleaded for mercy for Chess
man. "It is no longer a judicial ques
tion, but only a humane question," the 
paper said. 

Mr. President, I think it is a very dis
turbing element in the ordinary admin
istration of justice within our states, 
that we are now being pressured either 
by groups of people in European coun
tries or by incipient mobs of students in 
a Latin American country. I, too, think 
that the course of justice in this case 
exposes our . whole country and our 
judicial system to ridicule and contempt 
by civilized people. I think the delay 
-itself was unfortunate. But I also 
think the interference by the State De
partment in the administration of jus
tice at the last moment, causing further 
delay, would likewise be regrettable. 

There may be facts about the case 
that I do not know, but, according to 
the press report and the ticker tape re
port, I think it is a very questionable 
procedure. 

THE CHESSMAN EXECUTION Mr. Pre.sident--
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 

w-as quite surprised and nonplu.sed when Senator yield before he moves to another 
I read on the news ticker a few moments subject? ' 
ago that Assistant Secretary of State Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, I yield to the 
Rubottom had injected his office and ad- Senator from Colorado. 
vice into the highly controversial Chess- · Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, I should 
man case, in California. According to like to join the f)enator from Arkansas 
the ticker, the Assistant Secretary of fu. the general context · of the remarks 
State sent the following telegram to the he has just made. I read the dispatch 
.Governor of California: this aften1.oon, and it seems to me tJh:e 

Through our Embassy in Montevideo the action by the State Department is eon
National Council of the Government of Uru- trary to the sense an4 knowledge of our 
guay (the Nation's nine-member executive -~...+- 1s · 
authority) has tonight (Thursday) brought judicial system as it eAJ.O~~~:~ in th coun-
to urgent attention of state Department try. I would hesitate to think, applying 
grave concern of council over anticipated this question on a more local basis, that 
hostile demonstrations of student elements 1f the courts of my own State had con
and others to Chessman execution when our victed a slayer-and we ·still have the 
President visits Uruguay March 2. death penalty 1n Colorado-the Governor 

Roy R. RUBOTTOM, Jr., 
~ssistant SecretaT"JJ /(>f' Inter-America-n would be subject to the 1>ressure of the 

Affairs. State Department or any other part of 

our Federal Government in procuring a 
delay of a sentence that was about to 
be executed. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
judicial processes are accomplished 
through long and tedious procedures. If 
it had not been for the fact that every 
possible effort was made to be sure that 
protection was given to an accused 
criminal in our country, this man would 
never have been able to delay execution 
of the sentence for 12 years. 
· As a matter of fact, the delay is due to 
his unusual tenacity in clinging to vari
ous appeals whiCh he thought might offer 
him some relief, although they were un
certain appeals and did not afford him 
much protection. 

Behind all the circumstances of the 
case is lost the fact that this man is a 
convicted criminal and a man convicted 
of bestial crimes on women, crimes too 
bestial even to be printed in public rec
ords. 

I would not want to get into the argu
ment as to whether or not the death 
sentence is warranted. · That question is 
something which each State must decide 
for itself and which each person must 
decide for himself. 

Certainly, without more explanation 
than has been given, I cannot imagine 
anything that would warrant interfer
ence by the State Department. In mY 
opinion, I think this is an unwarranted 
inten:ention in the rights of the judicial 
processes of a State. 

If this practice were permitted, the 
States would soon be reduced to a status 
in which any minority group or any well 
organized group of a country could raise 
so much fuss about a particular convic
tion that soon our State Department 
would become concerned about it, and 
would then contact the local authorities. 
The minute such procedure would be 
condoned, we would have surrendered a. 
part not o:Iily of State sovereignty; but 
we would have surrendered a part of our 
national sovereignty. I must say I agree 
with the Senator from Arkansas in every 
respect. I believe this is a. very, very 
dangerous development. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena .. 
tor for his observation. As the Senator 
has said, it is a very complicated matter. 
There are many aspects of it, but the 
one for which I feel some responsibility 
is the intervention at the State Depart
ment. What justification the State De· 
partment has for interjecting its views 
into the matter is quite beyond me. 

The State Department says this was 
done because the President is going to 
Uruguay. If the situation is so danger
ous in Uruguay that this case would 
make that much of a di11erence, the 
President had better not go there. He 
does not have to go to Uruguay. He can 
go to Paraguay, or he can go somewhere 
else. It seems to me that is a very shal
low and superficial reason to give for 
intervention by the State Department in 
this particular case. . · 

If the Governor of the State has rea
sons for whatever action he may see fit 
to take, it 1s his place to act. It 1s not 
my 'responsibllity to criticize him. I 
tliink the· State Department has no busi~ . 
ness intervening in this kind of affair . 1 
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and I do not believe anybody would con
vince me that such action is a part of 
the functions of the Department. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield a little further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICE (Mr. Mc
GEE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Arkansas yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mention has been made 

about the Governor of California. I 
think we ought to make the RECORD clear 
that the Governor of California is en
dowed by the Constitution of his State 
with the power to exert executive clem
ency on whatever basis he sees fit, and 
none of us can question that power, and 
certainly not those who reside outside 
the State of California. It certainly is 
an entirely ditferent situation when the 
State Department of our Nation takes 
a hand in the case. 

I thank the Senator from Arkansas 
for yielding to me. 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by 
request I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to provide for the partici
pation of the United States in the Inter
national Development Association
IDA. The President's message and the 
report on the IDA by the National Ad
visory Council have been received, and 
I am introducing this proposed legisla
tion in order that there may be a spe
ci1lc bill to which Members of the Senate 
and the public may direct their atten-
tion and comments. · 

I believe my colleagues will find it use
ful to have a short summary of the more 
notable provisions of the bill and the 
new institution. But first I .want to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to the 
broad vision, the initiative, and the per
sistence of a colleague who has done 
more than any other single person to 
bring the IDA into being. I am, of 
course, referring to Senator A. S. MIKE 
MoNRONEY, whose great capabilities and 
whose activiti~ in his country's behalf 
are too well known to require elabora
tion. 

Mr. President, many of us in this 
Chamber, believing that the slogan 
"business as usual" is the exact antithe
sis of the proper approach to these dan
gerous and fast-moving times, have ris
en to deplore executive branch immobil
ity and to call for new and imaginative 
proposals. All too often the response 
has been a figurative shrug, a challenge 
to name a few such proposals o1f ·the 
cu1f, and a continued obsessive sojourn 
in the countinghouse counting out the 
money; it is regrettable, me~nwhile, 
that the public rather than the royal 
nose is being tweaked. 

Today, however, I am glad to have oc
casion to stress both an example of a 
fresh, imaginative proposal and a clear
cut instance of congressional initiative. 
We are much indebted for both to the 
junior Senator from Oklahoma. Yet, 
lest I be accused-no matter how erro
neously-of speaking in a partisan man
ner, I hasten to add that the executive 

branch, having finally been persuaded 
of the merits of the idea, should be con
gratulated for moving rapidly to bring 
it to fruition. 

Now, the bill I have been requested to 
introduce to provide for U.S. member
ship in the iDA is closely modeled upon 
the Inter-American Development Act, 
which in turn was patterned after the 
Bretton Woods Agreements Act. Mem
bers of the Senate, therefore, will pre
sumably be quite familiar with the terms 
employe~ in this proposed legislation. 
I shall limit myself to pointing out two 
important provisions in thJ bill: First, 
the U.S. Governor and Executive Di
rector and alternates of the Inter
national Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development will act in the same ca
pacities with respect to the IDA; sec
ond, the bill authorizes to be appro
priated, without fiscal year limitation, a 
U.S. total subscription of $320,290,000. 
But it should be noted that this sum 
would be paid in over a 5-year period. 

As indicated by the first point just 
made, the IDA will be a subsidiary of the 
World Bank; it will have the same 
strong management, which has built up 
mao reserves of over $450 million, and 
it will depend at least initially on ex
isting sta1f and facilities. The s~e 68 
member governments of the Bank are 
being invited to join and to subscribe 
funds. 

The most notable feature of the IDA 
will be its ability to provide loans to its 
less-developed members on terms which 
are more fiexible and bear less heavily 
on the balance of payments than those 
of conventional loans. This financing 
will in part be provided for projects of 
the type financed by the mao, and in 
part for development projects which are 
important to the area concerned but not 
immediately productive. Such financing 
will only be available if it cannot be ob
tained on reasonable terms from other 
sources. 

From the U.S. point of view, the most 
important aspects of the IDA include its 
future status as the only international 
institution which would provide develop
ment financing on flexible terms with 
the broad participation of other indus
trialized nations besides the United 
States. This latter point is related to 
our current efforts to induce Western 
European and other highly developed 
c'ountries to share the problem of helping 
less privileged nations in the free world. 

The methods of providing funds for 
the IDA's operations are the unique -fea
ture of the institution. If all IBRD 
members join and accept theh· propor
tionate subscriptions, the initial re
sources of the IDA will total $1 billion. 
However, member countries are divided 
into two groups for subscription pur
poses, and the 17 more industrialized na
tions in group I will provide about $763 
million as against the roughly $237 mil
lion subscribed by the less developed 
members in group II. Subscriptions will 
be payable over a 5-year period, and 
countries in both groups will make 10 
percent of these payments in gold or 
freely convertible currencies. As for the 
remaining 90 percent of these initial 
subscriptions, they will be paid in gold 

or convertible currencies by group I 
members in five annual installments, 
whereas group II members will pay those 
installments in national currencies which 
the IDA cannot convert or use to finance 
exports from the country concerned 
without its consent-which the executive 
directors hope will be granted at an in
creasing rate. 

Under these provisions, the first U.S. 
payment-combining the portions of 
the 10 and 90 percent components
would be approximately $74 million. 
Pending annual payments of about $62 
million in each of 4 years thereafter, the 
balance of the total U.S. subscription 
would be held in noninterest bearing 
Treasury. notes. 

Finally, and very significantly, the IDA 
may also receive from any member, be
yond its own subscription, supple
mentary resources in another member's 
currency provided the latter cot~ntry does 
not object. Thus, the United States, for 
example, might o1fer to IDA some of the 
foreign currency holdings derived from 

. surplus commodity sales under Public 
Law 480. 

It should be noted that the IDA would 
have available during its first year of op
eration-which cannot begin before mid
September of 1960-less than $190 mil
lion in freely convertible currencies or 
gold. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill provid
ing for U.S. membership in the Interna
tional Development Association be print
ed in the REcoRD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
Will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3074) to provide for the 
participation of the United States in 
the International Development Associa
tion, introduced. by Mr. FULBRIGHT, by 
request, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"International Development Association Act." 
ACCEPTANCE OF MEMBERSHIP 

SEC. 2. The President is hereby authorized 
to accept membership for the United States 
in the International Development Associa
tion (hereinafter referred to as the "Asso. 
elation"), provided for by the. Articles of 
Agreement (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Articles") of the Association deposited in 
the archives of the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development. 
GOVERNOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AND ALTERNATES 

SEC. 3. The Governor and Executive Di
rector of the International Bank for Recon. 
struction and Development, and the alter· 
nate for each of them, appointed under sec
tion 3 of the Bretton Woods Agreements Act, 
as amended (22 U.S.C. -286a). shall serve as 
Governor, Executive Director and alternates, 
respectively, of the Association. 
:KATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL 

MONETARY AND FINANCIAL PROBLEMS 
Szo. 4. The provisions of section 4 of the 

Bretton Woods Agreements Act, as amended 
(22 U.S.C. 286b), shall apply with respect 
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to the Assooiatlon to the same extent as tion. When the Association is a defendant 
with respect to the International Bank for in any such action, it may, at any time be
Reconstruction and Development and the fore the trial thereof, remove such action 
International Monetary Fund. Reports with from a State court into the district court of 
respect to the Association under para- the United States for the proper district 
graphs (5) and (6) of subsection (b) of sec- by following the procedure for removal of 
t ion 4 of said Act, as amended, shall be in- causes otherwise provided by law. 
eluded in the first report made thereunder STATUS, IMMUNITIES AND PRIVn.EGES 
after the establishment of the Association 
and in each succeeding report. SEc. 9. The provisions of article VII, sec-

tion 5(d), and article vnr, sections 2 to 9, 
CERTAIN ACTS NOT TO BE TAKEN WITHOUT both inclusive, Of the articles shall have 

AUTHORIZATION full force and etfe<:t in the United States, its 
SEc. 5. Unless Congress by law authorizes possessions, and the Commonwealth of 

such action, neither the President nor any Puerto Rico, upon acceptance of membership 
person or agency shall, on behalf of the by the United States in, and the establish~ 
United States, (a) subscribe to additional ment of, the Association. 
funds under article III, section 1, of the arti-
cles; (b) accept any amendment under Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
article rx of the articles; or (c) make a loan thank the distinguished chairman of the 
or provide other financing to the Associa- Committee on Foreign Relations not only 
tion, except that loans or other financing for the introduction of the bill, but also 
may be provided to the Association by a. for the kind words he said about the part 
United States agency created pursuant to an the junior Senator from Oklahoma 
Act of Congress which is authorized by law played in respect to this new interna
to make loans or provide other financing to tiona! financial institution. 
international organizations. 

I should like to say that as chairman 
DEPOsiToRIEs of the Committee on Banking and Cur-

SEC. 6. Any Federal Reserve bank which rency the distinguished junior Senator 
1s requested to do so by the Association shall from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] gave us 
act as its depository or as its fiscal agent, 
and the Board of Governors of the Federal our first encouragement as to the possi
Reserve System shall supervise and direct bilities of such an institution. It was 
the carrying out of these functions by the from the Committee on Banking and 
Federal Reserve banks. Currency that the resolution urging se-

PAYMENT oF sUBSCRIPTioNs rious study of the proposal and a report 
SEc. 7. (a) There is hereby authorized to to Congress came in 1958. Without the 

be appropriated, without fiscal year limita- interest of the distinguished Senator, and 
tion, for the subscription of the United his aid throughout the entire period of 
States to the Association, $320,290,000. the hearings and later modification of 

(b) For the purpose of keeping to a mint- original form of the resolution, I am 
mum the cost to the United States of par- certain there would have been no Inter
ticipation 1n the Association, the Secretary national Development Association. 
of the Treasury, after paying the requisite The interest of the distinguished 
part of the subscription of the United States junior Senator from Arkansas in foreign 
in the Association required to be made under 
the articles, 1s authorized and directed to aid, and particularly in the development 
issue special notes of the United States from . of underdeveloped countries, has been 
time to time, at par, and to deliver such one of the significant factors in this Na
notes to the Association in exchange for dol- tion's securities in that field. Certainly 
lars to the extent permitted by the articles. this is a new phrase in which, as the Sen
The special notes provided !or in this sub- ator so aptly predicts, there is an oppor-
section shall be issued under the authority t · f · i 
and subject to the provisions of the Second uruty or the developmg countr es of the 
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur- world to join in a mutual program which 
poses for which securities may be issued can provide a fruitful, sane, common
under that Act are extended to include the sense effort of self-help through loans 
purposes for which special notes are author- . of longer duration and at lower interest 
Jzed and directed to be issued under this than would be possible in the ordinary 
subsection, but such notes shall bear no bank loans offered by the World Bank. 
Interest, shall be nonnegotiable, and shall be Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator 
payable on demand of the Association. The 
face amount of special notes issued to the yield? 
Association under the authority of this sub- Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to yield. 
section and outstanding at any one time shall Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate ·the 
not exceed, in the aggregate, the amount of Senator's recalling the early days with 
the subscription of the United States actu- respect to the proposal. I remember 
ally paid to the Association under the when the Senator first proposed it, and 
articles. 

(e) Any payment made to the United I remember also the meetings and dis
States by the Association as a distribution cussions in the committee as well as cer .. 
of net income shall be covered into the tain private meetings where the idea was 
Treasury as a Iniscellaneous receipt. promulgated. I think this is one of the 

JUBisoiCTION AND VENUE 0 ,. ACl'IoNs rather rare examples where an idea 
SEC. a. For the purpose of any action which is incubated in such meetings in 

which may be brought within the United the committee and among Members of 
States, its possessions, or the Common.- the Senate finally is brought to fruition. 

wealth of Puerto Rico, by or against the We have a bill as to which there really 
Association 1n accordance With the articles 18 agreement on the part of a sufficient 
the Association shall be deemed to be an in- number of nations-they have not for
habitant of the Federal judicial district 1n mally agreed, but it is my understanding 
which its principal omce 1n the United they have infonnally agreed-so that 
States 1s located, and any such action at 
law or 1n equity to which the Association there is little doubt the organization will 
shall be a party shall be deemed to arise eome mto being. 
under the laws of the United states, and Again I wish to express my apprecia.
the district courts of the United States shall tion, and I know the appreciation of the 
have original jurisdiction o! any such a.c- Senate and of the country, for the Seria.-

tor's contribution to this organization. 
Under the direction of the International 
Bank, which has already proved its ca
pacity and its efficiency in this field 
abroad, this organization will make a 
great contribution to the overall effort in 
which we are engaged in helping to de
velop the underdeveloped countries of 
the world. 

This is a new approach. It is sup
plementary to the World Bank, and I 
think it is a very worthwhile organi
zation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
deeply appreciate what the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee has said. However, I would be 
less than realistic if I did not say that 
if it had not been for his encouragement 
and his participation as chairman of 
the parent committee reporting the bill, 
there would have been no bill. Neither 
would there have been an International 
Development Association, without sup
port from many other Members of the 
Senate. 

One of the greatest sources of help 
we received was the distinguished senior 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH] 
a Republican member of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. When it ap
peared that we were deadlocked and 
could not get a bill without further ex
planation or ·persuasion on the part of 
people who had had experience in this 
field, the senator from Connecticut got 
together a private meeting of the Bank
ing and Currency Committee to receive 
such information as was necessary to 
convince several members of the full 
committee that this was a feasible, 
plausible, and profitable way for the 
world to join in extending credit under 
institutional terms, under less than 
banking standards, to underdeveloped 
areas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Perhaps some 
people will be left wondering why this 
legislation now comes from the Com• 
mittee on Foreign Relations, when the 
original measure was reported from the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. I 
may explain for the record that a num
ber of years ago, under the Reorganiza
tion Act, jurisdiction over international 
financial organizations was clearly 
placed in the Foreign Relations Commit
tee. However, the then chairman did 
not care to handle the subject. The 
Bretton Woods Agreement had been 
handled by the Banking and Currency 
Committee, so this subject was placed 
under the jurisdiction of that committee 
rather by default. 

Later this year, on examination of 
the jurisdiction of the respective com
mittees, it was discovered that jurisdic
tion really resided in the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. So when the bill was 
introduced it was referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. That 1s 
why the jurisdiction appeared to shift. 

. Actually the jurisdiction is and was in 
the ·Foreign Relations Committee. 

I think it is very fortunate, because the 
Senator from Oklahoma was a member 
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of the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency and .not of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. I think this accident 
of history was very fortunate, so far as 
the creation of the International Devel
opment Association was concerned . . 

Mr. MONRONEY. By one of the good 
fortunes of coincidence also, it is wonder
ful that the former chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
who so ably handled international fi
nance as well as domestic financial 
problems, when he became chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
took with him his wisdom and experi
ence in this field. So we now have not 
only the legal jurisdiction of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, but also 
the great experience of the junior Sen
ator from Arkansas in this field. 

A great many Members of the Senate 
are entitled to credit. Their number is 
far too large to try to mention them all 
without fear of leaving out a few. Those 
Senators have consistently given us great 
help, support, and encouragement. We 
have also received support and encour
agement from members of the admin
istration. After the ice was finally 
broken, and the case ·rather clearly de
veloped, great leadership came from the 
Secretary of the Treasury, Hon. Robert 
Anderson. Secretary Anderson took 
this plan with him to the International 
Monetary Fund Conference at New 
Delhi; and engaged in many conferences 
with government officials interested in 
financial matters of the Asian countries. 
· Then he took it upon himself to ex
plain it in person to representatives of 
the major powers. No one has done 
more or deserves more ·credit for the 
fruition of this plan than the distin
guished Secretary of the Treasury. 

The Under Secretary of State, Hon. 
Douglas Dillon, who was then Assistant 
Secretary of State, as well as the pres
ent Secretary of State, Mr. Herter, then 
Under Secretary of State, also inter
ested themselves in this plan. 

Because of their great help and assist
ance, this subject was brought before 
the World Bank Directors last fall. We 
were successful in obtaining a recom
mendation that the directors perfect a 
charter. As is well known, as of last 
week, the charter was approved without 
a single opposition vote, but with two 
abstentions. 

I -think it is very fortunate that the 
leaders in the executive department, as 
well as the chairman of our committee 
and others, have joined together in a 
partnership to bring about the desired 
result. I feel that this is a great for
ward step, and I am very happy over 
the progress that has been made thus 
far. I only wish that more adequate 
financing could be provided for in the 
initial capitalization. However, there is 
written into the proposed charter provi
sions for increases by a number of tech
niques. I believe this institution will 
grow when nations find, after what I 
feel will be a test period, the advantages 
of multilateral extension of loans rather 
than bilateral extension of aid or loans. 

I deeply appreciate the expedition with 
which the chairman of the Committee on 
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Foreign Relations has brought this sub
ject to the attention of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD a series of three articles on 
IDA written for the Houston Post by Jim 
Mathis, chief of that newspaper's Wash
ington bureau. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Houston Post, Dec.13, 1959] 
IDA-U.S. TAXPAYER, WORLD'S POOR WILL 

BENEFIT 
(By Jim Mathis) 

WASHINGTON.-In cramped rooms in the 
U.S. Treasury, and in the elaborate directors' 
offices of the World Bank a few blocks away 
on Pennsylvania Avenue, a fresh new buoy 
of hope for the world's underprivileged is 
being drawn into existence. 

It is a slow, time-consuming business at 
best-this drawing of a formal charter for 
the latest edition of international cooper
ation. 

Working together-not always in harmony 
but always seeking the possible-are lawyers, 
economists, financial experts, and secretaries 
from a dozen nations. They have labored· 
for months. 

By early January-time enough to go 
early before the Congress--the final form of 
the International Development Association 
will be perfected. 

If Congress approves, and authorizes the 
appropriation and expenditure of the re
quired $320 million, other free nations will 
probably fall in line. 

A new approach to foreign aid will have 
been launched. Industrialized nations, now 
recovered from World War II economic 
depths, will share with the United States 
the burden of developing backward nations. 

There will be two eventual winners: the 
poor people of the world and the u.S. tax
payer. 

This may hardly seem possible, but in
quiry indicates it is true. For the taxpayer., 
it would be a rare treat. 

With the possible exception of some ob
jections from the United Nations, which has 
its own ideas along similar lines, the pro
posed new organization seems to have a clear 
path ahead. 

ALPHABETICAL ACCEPTANCE A BOOST 
The Senate approved the plan in a broad 

sense in 1958. President Eisenhower gave 
his blessings and full support a short time 
later. 

The 68 members of the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development-the 
World Bank-gave it 100 percent endorse
ment in a meeting here in late September. 

The penultimate in anticipatory accept
ance in Washington is almost formal recog
nition of the name IDA in the alphabetical 
language which prevails. 

Although wrapped now in purple and 
handled like infant royalty, IDA has not 
always had it so good. There were years 
in which IDA's life was as precarious as that 
of a dauphin with a dozen jealous uncles. 

· IDA drew its first breath in faraway and 
very much underdeveloped Thailand in 1956. 
The occasion was a visit to Bangkok by 
Senator A. s. MIKE MoNRONEY, Democrat, 
of Oklahoma, chairman of the Senate inter
national finance subcommittee. 

MoNRONEY went to Thailand as an official 
delegate to the Interparllamenta.ry Union 
meeting of 49 nations. Th1B 1s considered 
something of a freeloading junket, and noth
Ing happening on the meeting floor greatly 
impressed the tall, graying Oklahoma legis
lator. 

It WM o1f-1loor talks with 'I'hallandere 
which were to profoundly impress MoN
BONEY, and eventually give the United States 

a method of shoveling off part of the grow
ing load of foreign assistance. 

"Two projects were uppermost in dis
cussions in these informal sessions," MoN
RONEY recalls today. "One, in which the 
Thais took great pride, was an irrigation dam 
built on the Ghao Phya River at a cost of 
$53 million. It irrigated 2,247,700 acres for 
the production of rice, and increased their 
annual product by a half-million metric 
tons." 

THAIS' PRIDE HIGHEST ON FINANCING 
MoNRONEY found that the Thais took pride 

in their self-achievement in the dam's origi
nation, design, and constructiotn. But their 
greatest pride, he discovered, was in the way 
it was financed. 

"They had borrowed, on their own credit, 
from the World Bank $18 million required 
to supplement their own funds for its con
struction. This meant their credit and rep
utation were approved by the World Bank 
and their project had tlie solid economic 
justification to give confidence of full re
payment in 10 years," the Senator explains. 

The second project was a 140-kilometer 
section of highway built with Americans 
furnishing the funds, engineering, super
vision and machinery. It was a vital link 
from Laos to Thailand in peace or war and 
cost $21.1 million. 

But its construction was a bitter political 
issue. Their pride was offended at the out
right gift, and they were embarrassed. 

"Throughout Asia, I found this same at
titude toward most of our aid programs,,. 
MoNRONEY said. 

He returned to the United States con
vinced that some method of providing loans· 
to nations without political strings and with 
their own participation must be found if 
our expenditures were to accomplish both 
friendship and development. 

Some provision should be made for loans 
on projects not qualifying under the strict · 
requirements of the existing World Bank, 
MoNRoNEY thought. And the multiplying 
millions o! soft currency-money not easily 
spent around the world--oould be put to 
use. 

Throughout 1957, MoNRONEY pursued his 
idea, without too much success. He con
tinued discussions, however, and by Febru
ary 24, 1958, had firmed up his thoughts 
enough to introduce a Senate resolution di
recting the executive departments to explore 
a development loan association affiliated with 
the World Bank. 

He proposed loans for longer periods 
through the international institution, with 
lower interest rates than required by the 
World Bank, using a mixture of hard and 
soft currencies. 

IDA, MoNRONEY argued, could take care 
of second mortgages on projects not wholly 
feasible under the World Bank, which must 
sell its bonds to the public. A portion of 
a loan for a project could be made by the 
Bank, and the gap closed by IDA. 

A multipurpose dam in India, for example, 
costing $100 million, could qualify for $70 
million from the World Bank calling for 
early repayment in hard currency at high 
interest. 

The remaining $30 million !or the dam 
could come from IDA to be repaid in Indian 
rupees over 40 years, at 2 percent. 

MoNRONEY suggested a $2 billion capital 
Investment for the new institution, with 
subscriptions to be made up partly of hard 
currency and partly of soft currency. 

In this manner, he proposed !or the United 
States to utilize part of the nearly $5 billion 
in soft money it would have on hand in 1960 
as a result of the sale of surplus farm com
modities. 

Beyond the fmmediate establishment of 
the bank, MONRONEY foresaw a need to switch 
the emphasis of our foreign aid program 



\ 

3076 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE February 19 
from revitalized industrial nations halfway 
around the world to underdeveloped nations. 

"Almost one-third of the world's popula
tion lived in these underdeveloped coun
tries," he argued. "The foundations .for 
modern progress must be laid. Our approach 
had included too many foreign aid workers, 
too many programs, too much regulation, 
too much dictation. In short, too much 
'papa fix.'" 

Neither the State Department, nor others 
concerned with the foreign aid program and 
foreign policy, were too overjoyed at the 
changes MoNRONEY insisted upon. They 
were surely radical. 

Testimony taken before MONRONEY's sub 4 • 

committee indicated lukewarm interest. But 
MONRONEY persisted •. got his resolution out 
on the Senate floor and approved by a 65-to-
25 vote. 

With no more force than a suggestion de
spite the resolution, IDA appeared destined 
to die in its swaddling clothes. 

It was not until Secretary of the Treasury 
Robert B. Anderson recognized the poten
tialities in the suggestion and argued its vir
tue before President Eisenhower that IDA 
looked as if it would survive. 

Anderson saw in the resolution continued 
nonpartlsanship in foreign policy, and an 
opportunity at multilateral financ.1ng of un
developed countries that would be an open
ing wedge to bring the growing industrial 
nations into paying part of flle load. 

As chairman of the National Advisory 
CouncU on Internatio~al Monetary and Fi
nancial Problems, and U.S. Governor for the 
World Bank and International Monetary 
Fund, only Anderson was in a position to 
change MoNBONEY's idea into reality. 

The Secretary of the Treasury saw IDA 
also a:s one more link in a chain he needed 
to bolster the position of the U.S. finances 
in the world. 

[Prom the Houston Post, Dec. 15, 1959] 
IDA-TAXPAYERs IN UNITED STATEs ARE Now 

ASKING WHY? 
(What has gone before: Regardless of the 

worthiness of foreign aid plans, American 
taxpayers for years have groaned about the 
millions of dollars sent abroad. Now the 
countries who are economically strong be
cause of that aid are able to help the United 
States carry the load. Some have indicated a 
desire and wlllingness to help under a plan 
conceived by Senator A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
of Oklahoma and refined by Secretary of the 
Treasury Robert B. Anderson. Congressional 
approval early next year can make the plan 
reality.) 

(By Jim Mathis) 
WASHINGTON.-There are a billion people 

in the world today struggling for a better way 
of life in 22 new nations. 

The way the United States answers their 
needs will determine how long we can perch 
on top of the pile. This is an accepted for
eign policy axiom in Washington. 

The requirements for capital for develop
ing these small growing nations 18 insatiable. 
Paul Hoffman, Director of the International 
Co-Operation Administration, has estimated 
the needs wlll run to $40 billion. 

While the needs and the demand sta.nd 
apparent, it has also become clear in recent 
years that Americans are not going to bear 
the entire cost alone. 

"Taxpayers in the United States are asking 
more and more why we can't dam some of 
our own rivers," one high and responsible 
oftlcial said this week. 

In an effort to resolve the conmct, a non
partisan effort to squeeze contributions from 
the revitalized industrial nations-partlcu• 
larly West Germany and Japan-has taken 
shape over the last 2 years; 

One form of this effort--the International 
Development Assoclatlon-la being solldl1led 
in negotiations here now. 

The International Development Associa
tion, known better as IDA, would operate 
with an initial capital of $1 billion as an 
auxlliary of present world banks to make 
loans with low interest rates and long pay
ment terms. The repayments could be made 
in the currency of the borrow~r. 

Capital from the bank would be drawn 
from among the 68 members of the Inter
national Bank for Reconstruction and De
velopment. 

INDUSTRIALIZED NATIONS WANTED 
The emphasis is upon getting the indus

trialized nations, numbering about 17, into 
the association, along with the 25 or so un
derdeveloped countries. 

The industrial nations would chip about 75 
percent of the capitalization funds. 

President Eisenhower wm probably con
sider the final version of IDA's charter for 
presentation to Congress in late January. 

Predictions from concerned Senators and 
Congressmen are that IDA wlll have smooth 
sailing from a legislation standpoint. There 
may be more kicking over the first of five 
installments-probably around $160 mil
lion-when it hits the proper House appro
priations committee. 

There are two points working in its favor, 
however. 

For many years, Senators and Congress
men have been calling, for the benefit of the 
people back home, for some new ideas in the 
way of foreign assistance. They have urged 
that some provisions for sharing the burden 
be designed. 

This is it. 
Not only is IDA a method leading toward 

eventually lightening the U.S. load, but it 
originated with the Senate. This is a formi
dable recommendation. Senator A. S. MIKE 
MoNRONEY, who brought the idea back from 
Bangkok, Thailand, in 1956, pushed the res
olution urging IDA through the Senate. 

The administration,-urged on by Secretary 
Of the Treasury Robert B. Anderson, wlll be 
solidly behind IDA. 

Senate Majority Leader LYNDON B. JOHN
soN will probably support the proposal. 

In a special statement on IDA, he ex
plained his position in these words: 

"Obviously these new nations don't have 
the capital to meet their own needs. If 
we wait until they can qualify as bankers' 
risks, we may find those nations turning 
to Soviet leadership rather than following 
our leadership. The West cannot survive 
as an island of freedom in a sea of Com
munist influence." 

JOHNSON SAYS CHANGES NEEDED 

"To meet this new responsibility, we are 
going to need some new concepts, new ap
proaches, and new institutions. Since the 
end of World Warn, our concept of assist
ance to others has been short-term, emer· 
gency-type ald. For the future, the needs 
will be longer term-needs for investment 
capital in the basic structure of a free so
ciety. 

"I believe that this 1s a responsibility 
which all free nations share together and 
that each share according to their own ris
ing' ca.pab111ties. To do this, a new con
cept is necessary. 

"Whether the IDA approach itself is the 
precise answer I don't know. But something 
akin to it in purpose, 1t not in form, should 
be studied and developed. · 

"When men go through the struggle ot 
winning freedom, other free men have a re
sponsibility to them to make freedom mean
Ingful. There must be a parity of living 
standards among tree men-and that should 
be the ftrat objective of our own policles." 

JoHNSON has frequently aald that one of 
the two or three critical sectors or free world. 
policy during the 1960's will be our response 
to the needs- of the world's young nations. 

Creation of the International Develop
ment Association will not mean an imme
diate cutback in U.S. contributions. 

There are already more than half a dozen 
organizations to which we contribute in part 
or wholly. 

The latest is the Development Loan Fun<1, 
a purely national effort spending in the 
neighborhood of $700 million a year. 

The DLF makes loans similar to those 
which are contemplated by IDA but these are 
for purely selfish reasons-there is usually a 
political string attached. 

"We probably always w111 need some such 
political fund," the officials quoted earlier 
said. 

LOAN TO ARGENTINA WAS FAST 
He pointed to the swift $80 million loan 

made to Argentina when Dictator Juan 
Peron was kicked out, only to leave the 
government in a big hole for foreign ex
change. 

"Had we not been. able to make the loan, 
we would have been in no position to keep 
Peron out," he explained. 

The eventual benefit of IDA to the U.S. 
taxpayer won't be so easily calculated, but it 
will be real, with the other industrial na
tions bea.ring a proportionate share of the 
cost for new projects, even to attaching their 
own "buy German" or "buy Japan" tags to 
their own financing. The overall cost to the 
United States wllllessen. · 

There are vast sectors of the world await
ing some gOOd loan terms for development. 
Two of the 60 to 80 which have hung fire in 
the World Bank because other developments 
get first priority on guaranteeing loans were 
pinpointed by the World Bank. 

Negotiations on development of the Indus 
River Valley have gone on for more than a 
decade. The 1,700 mile river, called the 
wettest in the world, flows down the moun
tains of Tibet between and into India a.nd 
Pakistan. The valley is the cradle of Indian 
civ111zation, a.nd is at least 5,000 years old. 

World Bank engineers have determined 
that a 10-year program involving numerous 
dams wlll cost $1 billion, half of which must 
come ·from outside the two countries. The 
World Bank cannot make multicountry 
loans. 

IDA could. 
Neither India nor Pakistan can finance the 

extra half blllion. Both are straining to 
modernize transportation and other areas 
first. 

Meanwhile, the 40 milllon people in the 
valley who would benefit are watching more 
water run unchecked down the Indus River 
to the sea than is used for irrigation each 
year in the United States . . 

A similar river project exists in the back
ward nations of Laos, Cambodia, Vietnam, 
and Thailand. This is the Mekong River-
2,600 miles long, lOth longest in the world. 
It rises on the border of China and wanders 
through an four of these new nations before 
reaching the sea. 

Three years ago a United Nations team 
surveyed the Mekong Valley and found con
siderable potential !or irrigation and power 
projects. But no institution can make the 
tour-country loan which is necessary to get 
started. 

IDA could. 
Of all the foreign asststance programs 

which grind their way through Congress 
under protest each year. this holds the most 
promise-for the weary U.S. taxpayer and !or 
the underdeveloped countries of the world. 

[From the Houston Post, Dec. 14, 1959) 
IDA-LOAD-SHARING PLAlf GAINED A~ 

NEW DELHI 
(What has gone before: While in Thailand 

In 1968, Senator A. S. M:rxB MoNRo:NEY, of 
Oklahoma, conceived a plan of tremendous 
economic significance to the world, a plan 
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whereby the nations who have regained their 
economic strength with u.s. aid could join 
the United States in helping still under
developed lands. He found a strong sup
porter in ae"cretary ot the Treasury Robert 
B. Anderson. So was born IDA-Interna
tional Developme_nt Association.) 

(By Jim Mathis) 
WASHINGTON.-The proposed International 

Development Association, born of discussions 
in the Far East, got its :first pair of long 
trousers at New Delhi, India. 

This was the scene, in October 1958, of the 
annual meeting of the governors ot the ex
isting international financial institutions, 
the World Bank, and the International 
Monetary Fund. 

Secretary of the Treasury Robert B. An
derson, the U.S. Governor, had wisely chosen 
his :first audience for IDA. 

The thinking of the influential and expe
rienced financial representatives of the 68 
member nations, and their reports to their 
governments, would determine the future of 
the proffered soft loan branch. 

While IDA was the one new feature pro
posed by the United States at New Delhi, it 
was only one point of a triangular program 
which represented the initial movement of 
the United States toward more universal 
sharing of the burden of assisting less fortu-
nate nations of the world. . 

In an exchange of letters in August of 1958, 
Anderson and President Eisenhower had 
formalized the emerging new look of foreign 
assistance. 

Anderson had become convinced soon rufter 
taking over as Secretary of the Treasury of 
basic facts in our international financial 
relations: 

L The preservation of the value of the dol
lar, now the standard of value, and the 
world's reserve currency, 1s of vital im
portance to the free world. 

2. The u.s. :Hnancial transactions were 
leading it to an imbalance ot international 
payments--the wrong way. 

3. Continued capital must be made avail
able to the underdeveloped nations as an 
important cornerstone of efforts to preserve 
their freedom and our own well-being. 

4. The economically resurgent nations of 
Western Europe and Japan should shoulder 
part of the cost of development of backward 
nations. · 

TIME FOB CHANGB, ANDERSON FELT 

In short, Anderson felt that the times 
called for a reorientation of the policies of 
the earlier postwar period. 

The continued export of U.S. capital, in 
dollars, abroad through foreign aid, military 
spending, tourism, and investments in re
cent years had brought about two changes. 

The once troublesome dollar gap had been 
closed. The revitalized industrial nations 
were competing for markets and the dollars. 
were now congregating in Western Europe. 
Foreign banks backed by their governments 
bold $9.5 billion, in dollars, and companies 
and individuals- hold another $6.5 b1llion. 

The continued movement outward had 
led to an imbalance in international pay- .. 
ments working against the United States. 
Last year, the United States ran $3.4 billion 
in the red. This 1s expected to climb even 
higher. 

The $16 billion held abroad constituted a 
claim in cash or short-term notes on the 
United States. The $35-odd billlon owed 
the United States 1s long term. 

Anderson's efforts were to slow down the 
outward :flow of dollars and gold while at 
the same time maintaining capital for the 
underdeveloped nations. And to shore up 
the value of the dolla.r. 

At home, Anderson's1nftuence was exerted 
toward a balanced. budget and a. freer hand 
in the management of the vast public debt. · 

' 

For the international arena., the Secretary 
Sl.!IDined up his suggestions 1il the August 
18, 1958, letter to the President. 

It would seem highly desirable, he wrote. 
that the nations of the free world as a whole 
should move forward cooperatively to deal 
more effectively with the problem. 

He suggested a doubling of the capital 
of the World Bank, the good loan-lending 
a.gen~y. and the International Monetary 
Fund, the stabilizer for foreign government 
finances. 

In addition, he put forward the idea. of 
the new International Development Asso
ciation to fill in current blank spots in the 
World Bank's lending authority, as a sep
arate but a.ffillated lending agency. 

FOREIGN Am PROGRAMS OUTLINED 
President Eisenhower, in his reply of Aug

ust 2, outlined the advances the United 
States had made in its own foreign aid pro
grams-increase in lending authority of the 
Export-Import Bank, incorporation of the 
Development Loan Fund, and other actions. 

The President made three points necessary 
for a dynamic and financially sound eco
nomic environment for free nations: 

1. A continuing growth in productive in
vestment, international as well as domestic. 

2. Financial policies that will command 
the confidence of the public and ass-ure 
the strength of currencies. 

3. Mutually beneficial international trade 
and a. constant effort to avoid hampering re- · 
strictions on the freedom of exchange 
transactio:QP. 

He urged an increase in the quotas of 
foreign governments in the World Bank and 
the Monetary Fund. 

The President directed Anderson to move 
toward establishment ot the IDA. · 

"I believe that such an affiliate of the In
ternational Bank, 1! adequately supported 
by a number of countries able to contribute, 
could provide a. useful supplement to the 
existing lending activities of the bank and 
thereby accelerate the pace of economic de
velopment in the less developed member 
countries of the Bank," the President wrote. 

In this manner, the United States moved 
toward Anderson's goal-cooperative aid to 
the underdeveloped countries. 

Anderson laid out only the bare outlines 
of IDA before the New Delhi group. There 
were some temporarily deaf ears present. 
Much more negotiating, jockeying, e.nd out
lining was to come. 

In August of this year the National Ad
visory Coun,cll on International Monetary 
and Financial Problems made its formal re
port on IDA as instructed by Senate resolu
tion. Anderson is Chairman of the Council. 

MONBONEY PROPOSAL C'OT IN HAI.W 

Tlle outline suggested a $1 blllion eapita.U
zation, exactly half that proposed by Sena
tor A. S. MIKE MONBONEY, Democrat, of Okla
homa., who originated the resolution. The 
U.S. contribution was to be $320 million over 
a 5-year period. 

Other quotas were to be on the same per
centages assigned for World Bank members. 

There were llmltations placed upon the use 
of soft currency held by the United States, a 
major factor in MoNRONEY's plan. Part of 
these funds already have llmltatlons, and 
their free use in underdeveloped countries 
could cause inflation easily. 

The report indicated that a. number of 
marginal nations--between the industrial 
and underdeveloped category-were still 
considering the balance of beneflts and re
sponsib111ties involved. 

IDA would be part and parcel of the World 
Bank, managed by the Bank's experienced 
staff, and its operations closely coordinated 
:with other foreign loan and grant efforts. . 

The Bank's eonservat1ve-m1ndec1 director
ate could be expected to prevent abuse of 

the soft loan fac111ties at the expense of the 
tougher loan setup managed out of the main 
bank window. 

.A month and a half after making public 
its outllne, Anderson again took IDA before 
t~e Bank's governors. In the meantime, am
bassadors had been called in for talks, gov
ernors had been buttonholed, and the path 
generally smoothed. 

Great Britain had gone so far as to en
dorse IDA on the :floor of Pa.rllament. 

President Eisenhower made a. personal ap
pearance, and in a. brief welcoming address, 
stressed the importance of all nations as
suming their share of the development costs. 

Many development projects exist, the 
President said, which, though economically 
sound, cannot be financed by existing in
ternational institutions. 

"In our view, no other mechanism can per
form this task for the free world as well as 
the International Development Association," 
the President said. 

LENDING AGENCY NEED IS CITED 

Anderson, speaking after the President, 
said that everyone realized that in less de;. 
veloped countries there were sound projects 
which could not be handled under the cri
teria. set up by existing institutions. 

"It would be unfortunate if we did not 
help in these situations, where often only a 
relatively small margin of capital is needed," 
the Secretary said. 

Attached to the World .Bank, he added, 
there would be no con:tlict, and member
ship would be made up of free nations "sub
scribing to the sound monetary policies" of 
the International Fund. 

This was a. lever aimed at nations reluctant 
to participate because of their hopes for the 
Special United Nations Fund for Economic 
Development, or SUNFED. 

SUNFED proposed both long term, low
interest rates, and outright grants. Despite 
its happy combination of letters-it started 
out UNFED-the orga.niza.tion was bogged 
down in the U.N. It would include all na,.. 
tions. 

The determination of the United States to 
move along its proposed policies ·of sharing 
the burden among free nations paid off. 
IDA was accepted without a single dissenting 
voice. . . 

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, a few minutes ago, I heard the 
colloquy between the distinguished Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and the distinguished Sena
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEYl, on 
the subject of the International Devel
opment Association Fund. Great prob
lems have been raised in this country 
about our foreign aid program, and they 
are being raised continually. 

Looking ahead, I believe opportunities 
are offered for the consideration of mul
tilateral efforts, whether they be through 
the World Bank, in the form of an asso
ciation such as that sponsored by the 
Senator from Oklahoma, or through the 
Special Fund of the United Nations. 

It is correct, as Mr. Hoffman says, 
that such multilateral efforts bring 
larger and more varied contributions 
from many countries. They remove 
short-term political considerations 
which inevitably enter into bilateral aid. 
I think they inspire a greater effort both 
upon the part of the developed coun
tries ·and the developing cotintries · to- · 
ward economic and social growth. 

I commend Mr. Hoffman's study to the 
Members of the Senate. 
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EXPORTS TO UNDERDEVELOPED 

COUNTRIES 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, Mr. 

Paul Hoffman, brilliant administrator of 
our Marshall plan which was so success
ful in Europe, and now Managing Di
rector of the United Nations Special 
Fund, held a press conference in wash
ington yesterday on a new pamphlet he 
has written titled "One Hundred Coun
tries-!% Billion People: How To Speed 
Their Economic Growth and Ours-in 
the 1960's." . 

A multinational approach and a shar
ing of responsibility through both bank
able loans and long-term loans at low 
interest rates which are genuinely re
payable and not charity, marked the 
press release he issued regarding the 
pamphlet, and I ask unanimous consent 
to have the release inserted in the REc
ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD~ 
as follows: 
PAUL a. HoFFMAN PREss coNFERENcE, REGARD· 

ING NEW PAMPHLET, "ONE HUNDRED COUN
'l'RIEs--1~ Bn.LION PEOPLE: How To SPEED 
THEIR ECONOMIC GROWTH AND OURs--IN THE 
1960's" 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-A potential market for 

the United States of $14 billion of our ex
ports to 100 underdeveloped countries in 
1970--representing an increase of more than 
100 percent over our 1958 exports there
was predicted today (Friday, February 19) 
by Paul G. Hoffman, Managing Director of 
the United Nations Special Fund, provided 
the 1 ~ b1llion peoples of these underde
veloped countries are enabled to raise their 
per capita income from their annual current 
tlOO per person to $125 per person in 1970. 

A market of about $320 btllion over the 
next decade, for the exports of all the de
veloped countries to these same areas would 
also result, he added. 

The statements were contained in a 
pamphlet (released at a press conference in 
Washington on Thursday, February 18), call
ing for United States and world recognition 
of the 100 underdeveloped countries as "a 
great new economic frontier." 

Titled "One Hundred Countries-1 ~ Bil
lion People: How To Speed Their Economic 
Growth and OUrs-in the 1960's," Mr. Hoff
man's pamphlet outlines new approaches and 
proposals by which to achieve such growth 
for "powerful moral, political, and business 
reasons." 

Mr. Hoffman, former administrator for the 
Marshall plan, said, "I propose that the na
tions of the world set for themselves the 
common task of assisting the people of the 
underdeveloped areas to increase the annual 
growth of their per capita income from 1 to 
2 percent each year for the next 10 years. 
This means roughly an increase of $2 per 
head per year, instead of the present rate of 
•1 per head. Compounded over 10 years, 
this would raise annual per capita income 
from Its present level of about $100 to ap
proximately $125 by the end of 1970. 

"This is a modest, but a reasonable and 
feasible, goal. However, to achieve it, new 
concepts, fresh approaches, and more ade
quate technical assistance and investment 
are required." 

Among the new approaches and proposals 
which the pamphlet sets forth are the fol
lowing: 

1. Economic assistance Is not charity, and 
it must not be so considered. "If it 1s con
sidered as charity, many nations will con
tribute nothing because the view 1s widely 
held, and I share it, that governments should 
not use tax money tor philanthropic pur
poses • • •. If economic a-ssistance is con-

sidered charity, the effect on the recipient 
nations Is devastating; it saps the self-re
llance of both the leaders and their people 
1n the low income countries. The correct 
attitude psychologically and practically for 
all countries, whether their incomes are high, 
middle, or low, is that they must in their 
own self-interest accept proportionate re
sponsibility for the achievement of a rapidly 
expanding world economy." 

2. Economic assistance should be divorced 
from international politics. Helping to pro
mote greater prosperity in expanding free
dom is an objective worthy to be pursued 
for its own sake. We must not pull the 
effort down to defeat with political strings, 
nor try to buy goodwill with it, nor try to 
make momentary gains in a cold war. 

3. "It is urgent to speed and expand pro
grams of technical assistance, especially 
work such as that of the United Nations 
Special Fund in surveying natural resources 
and training people in the skills they must 
have to make effective use of their rivers, 
forests, fields, and minElral wealth. The rea
son for underdevelopment is underutiliza
tion of physical and human resources." 

4. "Greatly expanded use should be made 
of the services of the United Nations and 
its specialized agencies operating in the de
velopment field." Mr. Hoffman emphasizes 
that assistance through the United Nations 
is more acceptable politically to the coun
tries receiving ald. In addition the United 
Nations can be "tough" with the under
developed countries without being accused 
of seeking any political or comm~cial ad
vantage. He believes that better results can 
be obtained through the United Nations ma
chinery in substantial savings of money. 

5. A steadily expanding world economy 
will be necessary. This means that the in
dustrialized countries must sustain an ac
celerated rate of economic growth and main
tain liberal trade policies so that the de
veloping countries may earn their way as far 
as possible through their own exports and 
savings, and so, that the industrialized coun
tries may be stimulated to ever-increasing 
production eftlciency. 

6. Greater initiative and effort on the part 
of leaders and people of the underdeveloped 
countries themselves will be necessary. 

7. There will have to be an .increase in the 
fiow of public and, private investment capi
tal from the industrialized countries to the 
less developed countries from the present 
level of about $4 billion a year to an aver
age of $7 billion a year, over the decade 
1961-70, or $3 billion a year over the present 
level. 

Mr. Hoffman calculates that, of this 
amount, perhaps as much as $1 billion a year 
can be supplied through increased private 
investment and through expansion of bank
able loans supplied by the World Bank, the 
Export-Import Bank, and other national and 
multinational public institutions. This 
would leave $2 b1llion a year in nonbankable 
loans to be supplied from new sources. This 
will have to be public money supplied for 
investment in the infrastructure or under
pinnings of a developing economy: highways, 
schools, training institutes, community 
services, comm-qnicatlons, and so on-fac111-
ties which are not immediately revenue 
producing, but which yield large returns in 
the generally increasing output of a devel
oping economy. Mr. Hoffman says that these 
may not be bankable loans, as they would 
have to be for longer and more favorable 
terms and at lower interest than available 
from public or private banking institutions, 
but that they would be the best investments 
the industrialized countries could possibly 
make. 

a. The proposed International Develop
ment Association, Mr. Hoffman believes, 1a 
admirably suited to make loans of this kind, 
but its proposed capitalization is tar too 
small. Hr. Hoffman believes that at least 

half of the addi tiona! $2 billion a year 
needed for infrastructure loans should be 
channeled through the proposed IDA-and 
that IDA should be expanded to make loans 
of not less than $1 billion a year, rather than 
that amount over 5 years as seems to be cur
rently planned. 

"If IDA is not properly expanded, after a 
year or so of operations, then a new institu
tion will have to be created," Mr. Hoffman 
states in the pamphlet. 

Mr. Hoffman emphasized that the foregoing 
program was not only a practical possibility 
but that results might actually exceed the 
suggested goals. 

"I am encouraged in this belief," he said 
"by our experience with the Marshall 
plan. "' • • After only 2Y2 years of that plan 
the work of reconstruction had gone forward 
with such a will that industrial production 
in Western Europe had jumped to 40 percent 
above the highest prewar figure. The job 
of European recovery was accomplished with 
U.S. aid of only about $13 billion. Why did 
this happen? Because of the tremendous up
surge in the spirit of the European people. 
You cannot measure by statistical analysis 
the potentialities of the human spirit." 

Mr. Hoffman leaves today for a trip to 
India, Pakistan, Japan, and other countries. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Hoffman's 
bold approach to surveys of resources in 
underdeveloped countries through quali
fied experts will greatly simplify the 
focusing of attention on worthwhile 
projects and the elimination of uneco
nomic proposals. Thus the United Na
tions Special Fund run by Mr. Hoffman, 
the International Bank for Reconstruc
tion and Development and the new In
ternational Development Association 
which I hope we soon will be operating, 
will be able to provide better planning, 
programing, and financing for economic 
development needed round the world. 

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, a few minutes ago the Sena
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] 
commented on a report which had been 
made by Mr. Paul Hoffman, formerly 
administrator of the Marshall plan, and 
now the Managing Director of the Spe
cial Fund of the United Nations. Yes
terday Mr. Hoffman released a booklet 
written by him and published by a pri
vate foundation, the Albert D. and Mary 
Lasker Foundation. 

This is, I believe, one of the simplest 
and most comprehensive statements. of 
the problem of economic growth in the 
less developed world that is available 
in brief and readable form. 

It also makes, I believe, several unique 
contributions. 

First, it reduces the complicated sta
tistics of the problem to a basic arith
metic which is comprehensible to all. 
There are, he finds, 1 Y4 billion people, 
living in a hundred countries and terri
tories in the non-Communist world, hav
ing average per capita incomes of about 
a hundred dollars a year-incomes 
which have risen at the rate of $1 a year 
over the past decade. 

A second unique contribution made by 
Mr .. Hotrman's new booklet is that it pro
poses a rough goal for the capital-ex
porting and the developing nations to 
seek together, during the decade of the 
1960's. He proposes as a goal the raising 
of the average rate of economic growth 
for the billion and a quarter people in 
the hundred countries and territories 
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from a net advance of 1 percent per 
annum to 2 percent per annum. This 
would raise per capita income levels from 
about $100 a year to about $125 a year 
by 1970. 

A third contribution made by Mr. 
Hoffman is that he has calculated the 
cost to the capital-exporting countries 
to achieve the goal he proposes. I need 
not remind Senators that one great ad
vantage of the Marshall plan was that 
we had an objective to be accomplished 
within a given period of time and at a 
given estimated cost. Mr. Hoffman is 
now proposing that we can establish at 
least rough quantitative measurements 
for this completely different job of help
ing the less developed nations dig their 
way out . of centuries of poverty and 
hopelessness. 

Another contribution to our under
standing of this problem is made when 
Mr. Hoffman stresses the point that aid 
is trade. He forcefully makes the point 
that in providing so-called aid, it does 
not go out in the form of dollar bills, 
pound-sterling notes, or French francs. 
It goes forth in the form of food and 
textiles, chemicals and machinery, 
equipment, and thousands of other 
items. He calculates that if the less de
veloped areas as a whole do succeed in 
doubling their rate of growth during the 
present decade compared to the past 
decade, it would result in the growth of 
trade throughout the world. 

Thus, by measuring the rate of prog
ress over the past decade, by proposing 
an objective for the next decade, and 
by calculating the cost of reaching that 
objective, I believe Mr. Hoffman's book
let makes a very large contribution to 
understanding a subject which has been 
clouded in the past. 

But to me the most encouraging thing 
of all in Mr. Hoffman's study is his re
port on the experience of the United 
Nations in fostering economic and social 
growth in the low-income areas of the 
world. . 

First, because the U.N. does not have 
any shortrun political aims, no mili
tary or commercial advantage to seek, 
no influence for sale, it can concentrate 
fully on economic criteria as a basis for 
its aid. The U.N. has been able to 
specify terms of performance for aid 
recipients which no single nation could 
demand without being accused of inter
ference in the internal affairs of the 
other. · 

Second, because the U.N. makes pos
sible a true partnership between the 
countries receiving assistance and the 
world agency which is providing it, 
there has developed a two-way traffic in 
economic cooperation. Eighty-five na
tions have made contributions to the 
U.N. technical assistance program, and 
most of the nations receiving U.N. tech
nical assistance are also furnishing as
sistance in other fields to other countries. 

Third, the United Nations has the ad
vantage of being able to recruit tech
nicians from all over the world-and it 
has done just that. 

There is .one statistic in Mr. Hoffman's 
report which should be very carefully 
pondered. During the first year· of its 
operation, the U.N. Special Fund ap
proved 44 ·projects to speed economic 

progress in 50 countries and telTitories. 
The total value of these projects is $75 
million. Of this amount $44 million is 
supplied by the recipient countries 
themselves. The Special Fund contrib
uted the other $31 million. The United 
States share of that was $12 million. So 
our contribution of $12 million helped 
bring about $75 million worth of re
source surveys and research and train
ing projects in 50 countries. This rep
resents a partnership undertaking be
tween the advanced nations and the de
veloping nations with none of the fric
tions of bilateral relations. 

It may be that the UN is pointing the 
way toward the most successful form of 
cooperative economic development. 

In any event, I commend Mr. Hoff
man's study to all Senators. 

PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE PROGRAM 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a little 

less than a year ago the distinguished 
Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE] 
and I had the pleasure of partaking in 
the annual meeting of the civic com
mittee of the people-to-people program 
and the international municipal cooper
ation committee of the American Mu
nicipal Association, held in Washington. 

The purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss ways of getting more American 
communities interested in establishing 
town affiliations or sister city relation
ships with foreign communities, · as a 
means of building lasting two-way rela
tionships from which international 
friendships and understanding can 
grow. 

President Eisenhower has said: 
Greater understanding among nations, on 

a people-to-people as well as a government
to-government basis, is a necessary part of 
our efforts to remove the misunderstandings 
that hinder disarmament, the building of a 
safeguarded peace, and the strengthening 
of freedom. · 

The U.S. Information Agency is doing 
a great deal to remove these misunder
standings, through its radio broadcasts, 
films, exhibits, publications, and other 
media. However, in many countries of 
the world, especially those which have 
known colonial domination, the most 
open and objective American informa
tional activity encounters age-old sus
picions which equate governmental in
formation services with propaganda, 
with all of its questionable connotations. 

My experiences in India and in the 
United Nations strengthened my belief 
that mistrust and distrust cannot be 
overcome simply by rational explana
tions or analytical discussion. In per
sonal ways peoples abroad can, through 
association, achieve understanding of 
the reasons which underlie American 
policies and objectives. · 

The President's recent 11-nation tour, 
for example, contributed greatly to the 
building of faith, confidence, and under
standing ·in a distinctly personal way. 
The character of Dwight D. Eisenhowe~ 
shone through to millions of people in 
Europe, Africa, the Near and Middle 
East, and south Asia as that of a warm, 
friendly human being, and as a sincere 
and distinguished statesman who spoke 

currently on national and international 
objectives. And, in the eyes of the peo
ples of the countries he visited, he be
came the symbol of the American people 
and their dedication to the spirit of 
peace, and friendship in freedom. 

Similarly, through their affiliations 
with "sister cities" overs~as nearly a 
hundred American communities are 
helping to instill faith and confidence 
in America, and to promote better un
derstanding of American motives and 
actions among peoples abroad. The way 
some of these communities are carrying 
out the objectives of the people-to-peo
ple program is described in the March 
1960, issue of the Reader's Digest, in an 
article entitled "The Two-Way Rewards 
of ~ity-to-Foreign-City Exchanges," by 
Mananne Besser and Joseph Alvarez. I 
ask unanimous consent that the article 
be inserted in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the 

cities of Louisville, Lexington, and Ver
sailles in Kentucky have a historical af .. 
:finity for communities in France which 
dates back to the attachment which the 
new State of Kentucky, settled by many 
who fought in the Revolutionary War, 
had for the French because of their help 
in the struggle for freedom. The very 
names "Louisville" and "Versailles'' be· 
speak ·a French attachment, of course, as 
do our Paris, Lafayette, and Bourbon 
County. Today Louisville maintains an 
active affiliation with Montpelier, 
France, while Lexington has close rela
tions with Deauville, and Versailles is 
"twinned" with its namesake city in 
France. 

I believe that in the pairing of cross 
sections of America and peoples ·of 
other countries at the community or 
municipal level, we can achieve pervasive 
and enduring relationships. Civic om
cials compare notes about common prob
lems like housing, transportation, sani
tation, financing, and so forth; as 
schools, clubs, and other institutions 
share information and experiences with 
their foreign counterparts. 

In this era of rising expectations, 
millions of people throughout the world 
are turning . their backs on domination, 
poverty, disease, and illiteracy. They 
aspire to better things for themselves and 
their offspring. The people of American 
communities have a great opportunity to 
reach out hands of ,friendship to com
munities abroad, and to share expe .. 
riences and information toward these 
objectives. 

I hopefully look to the day when 
American communities and communities 
of other countries which have natural 
relationships of size, topography, econ
omy, and historical and cultural inter~ 
ests will be affiliated in this people-to· 
people movement. 

I am sure that the Reader's Digest 
article which follows will prompt thou
sands of American and foreign readers 
to seek more information about how they· 
and their neighbors can reai> the "two
way rewards of city-to-foreign-city ex
changes:" 
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ExBIBl'l' 1 

THII Two-WAY REwARDS o• Cl'l'Y·TO
FoREIGN·CITY ExCHANGES 

(By Marianne Besser and Joseph Alva.rez) 
Wlth so much talk about the unpopular• 

ity of Americans abroad, consider the fol• 
lowing incidents: 

When a middle-aged couple from Worth• 
ington, Minn., arrived in Crailsb.eim, a farm· 
ing community in southwest Germany, peo
ple lined the streets, eager to shake their 
hands. · 

A family of five from San Jose, Calif., visit
ing Japan's enchanting valley city of Oka· 
yama, were given an unforgettable welcome 
that included dinner on a lantern-lit boat, 
an exhibition of cormorant fishing, and an 
evening at a folk-dance festival. 

In the town of Mercara, India, an Ameri· 
can publisher and his wife were warmly 
received by townspeople and immediately 
taken into their homes. 

Why were these Americans greeted with 
such hospita.Uty? The answer involves an 
encouraging development in building inter
national relations on a people-to-people 
level. For these Americans were visiting the 
"sister cities" of their home towns. Through 
such town affiliations, thousands in this 
country are discovering that meeting people 
of other cultures is fun. And other thou
sands abroad are beginning to have a new 
and warm understanding of Americans. 

According to the American Municipal As
sociation, about 90 U.S. towns have active 
friendships with sister towns in 23 countries. 
Some 150 additional communities have ex
pressed interest in starting a program. 

Am.Iiatlons usually begin informally, at 
the suggestion of private individuals . . Take 
the Darien-Mercara story. One spring after
noon in 1954, three women in Darien, Conn., 
discussing the town's celebration of United 
Nations Day, decided that Darien might send 
a gift to a foreign city. They chose India 
because it offered more challenge than Eu
rope. An Indian they met suggested Mer
cara, capital of Coorg, a state in southwest 
India. Its population is roughly the same 
as Darien (about 14,000), and both towns 
are relatively wealthy and progressive. Mer
care. has a government college, a large public 
secondary school, several private schools, a 
hospital, and a Rotary Club. 

In the years since then, many personal 
friendships have sprung up between citizens 
of the two towns. Darien keeps permanent 
open house for Mercarans studying or work
ing in the United StatE!s. An Indian silk 
tree grows in front of Darien High School; 
a baby elephant trumpets on the unfamillar 
shores of Long Island Sound. Hundreds of 
Darien schoolchildren can tell you all about 
monsoons, the caste system, and Mercara's 
coffee plantations. 

For Darien's first "India Day," 1n the 
summer of 1954, Indian doctors, students, and 
U.N. workers in the New York area were in· 
vited to spend the day with various Darien 
familles. High point was a community pic
nic to which the Indian women in their gay 
saris added a colorful note. India Day has 
become an annual f~te in ~len, attended 
by hundreds of Darienites and as many as 
'70 Indians. "This program gi:ves you a feel
ing of doing something direct and personal," 
says Jane Edmundson, an enthusiastic sup
porter of the project. "Our Indian guests 
are delighted to visit American homes. :r 
know I would feel terribly disappointed 1f I 
went to India and never saw an Indian 
household." 

Two Darienites who did visit Mercara were 
shown the same enthusiastic hospitality. 
Tony and Evelyn GUck, in India on a Ford 
Foundation stuqy, were entertained b.1 
homes, as well as at schools, where they de
livered gifts from Darien children. The 
Gllcks showed slides at Darien and answered. 
many questions-about women's role 1n 

Amertca: about why we don "t censor to a 
greater extent our sensational movies and 
comic books; about anow, which Mercarans 
have never seen. 

The outstanding symbol of the Darien
Mercara friendship is Shakuntala, the baby 
elephant, sent by Mercara schoolchildren to 
the children of Darien. To pay the cost of 
her passage, Darienites packed a benefit per
formance of "The River," Jean Renoir's 
movie about India. Shakuntala arrived amid 
festivities marked by the presence of India's 
consul-general, Gopala Menon. The owner 
of the local children's zoo offered to keep 
the elephant for 2 years so that Darien chil
dren could visit their pet at any time. As 
a return gift, Mercara has received a much
needed two-room hospital ward. 

The friendship between Hagerstown, Md., 
and Wesel, Germany, began in 1951 when 
Dr. Rolfe von . Boenninghausen, director of 
Wesel's surrounding County Rees, stopped 
off at Hagerstown during a State Depart
ment tour through this country. The U.S. 
city, with its many German names and its 
varied industry, so reminded him of Wesel 
that he felt the people of the two comri:mn1-
ties would get along well. 

Few Hagerstonians had ever met foreigners. 
"Ours was a very tight little town," says 
catherine Beachley, the dynamic spirit be
hind the local affiliation committee. "But 
this program really opened the hearts and 
homes of our people." 

Hagertown's most recent guest from Wesel 
was Guenther Langner, a young man with 
a quick smile and firm handshake. Guen
ther worked part time as a maintenance man 
for the Board of Education while attending 
junior college. Wesel had e,speclally asked 
to send a man with a trade, to get away from 
the tendency to limit international ex
changes to officials, teachers, and students. 
A carpenter when he came, Guenther re
turned to Wesel determined to become an 
architect as a result of his American 
studies. 

Special exhibits by each city have done 
much to cement Hagerstown-Wesel friend
ship. Wesel's exhibit showed how the city 
looked just after the war when it was almost 
90 percent destroyed, and how it looks now 
that it has been nearly rebuilt. The U.S. 
exhibit portrayed the history and daily life 
of Hagerstown and surrounding Washington 
County. Ec;lucators, officials, bUsinessmen, 
and housewives worked to put it together. 
Students built a model of an American In
dian village-one of the most popular items 
in the exhibit. A doctor's wife planned the 
medical section. A German-speaking citizen 
translated the text. In 2 weeks 25,000 Ger
mans flocked to Wesel's town hall to see the 
exhibit. 

Language has never been a barrier in city
to-city programs. Language differences ac
tually stimulated the friendship between 
Aries, France, and York, Pa. In 1952, York, 
an industrial town in the heart of the Penn
sylvania-Dutch country, began experiment
ing with teaching French in elementary 
schools. This program led York to join in 
friendship with Arles. Today French is 
taught to all fourth-, fifth-, and sixth
graders in York's 15 elementary schools, 
and more than 200 adults have studied it in 
evening classes. 

An exchange of teachers has created many 
new friendships. When French teacher Jean 
Laurain, his wife and child arrived, more 
than 20 Yorkers lent him everything from 
teaspoonS to a washing machine and TV 
set to ·furnish his temporary apartment. 
English teacher Margaret Boltz married 
Aries' mayor Charles Prlvat. 

To give Arlesians a taste of an American 
worker's life, two York industrialists offered. 
temporary Jobs to a couple of Arlesian men. 
Purniture manufacturer Bruno wem a4;. 
.mits he expected more spiritual than :finan
cial rewa_.rds . from his . offer, but Edmon<!. 

Venzln proved such a good worker that We111 
feels he got the best of the bargain. 

"When I left France, •• Venzin says, "I 
thought I would find a country where people 
have an easy life and don't care about others. 
Instead I found . people proud of their coun
try and ready to share its advantages. Now 
when I meet an American in France, I have 
the feeling that I meet, not a stranger, but 
a fellow countryman." 

One of the most successful friendships is 
between Worthington, Minn., and Crail
sheim, Germany. In 1958 Worthington won 
a World Brotherhood Award largely for the 
aid it rendered its sister town in the difficult 
postwar period. The award helped Mr. and 
Mrs. Charles Cashel, who had started the 
program, to visit Crailsheim and some Far 
Eastern cities, to probe the possibilities of 
establishing a threeway friendship among 
Worthington, Crailsheim, and an Asian town. 

Two California cities-San Diego and San 
Jose-exchange with two cities in Japan
Yokohama and Okayama. .Montclair, N.J., 
and Graz, Austria, have exchanged students 
and visitors. And a Graz doctor recently 
saved an Austrian boy's life with methods 
he learned while he was serving in a Mont
clair hospital. 

Most town-to-town friendships work close
ly with the People-to-People Civic Commit
tee, headed by Mark Bartman. Any indi
vidual can spark an affiliation in his own 
community, but these friendships take pa
tience, planning, ,.and enthusiasm, and the 
support of city government, civic and serv
ice clubs, schools, and newspapers. The 
first contact with the foreign city is usually 
made through the mayors of the two towns. 
The American Municipal Association, 1612 K 
Street NW., Washington 6, D.C., cooperating 
with People-to-People and with city govern
ments all over the country, has prepared a 
pamphlet to help in planning a town affilia
tion. "Your Community in World Affairs" is 
free to anyone upon request. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the RECORD at this point a statement 
prepared by the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] and a letter 
on this subject. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and letter were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OP SENATOR ScOTT ON TOWN 

AFFU.IATIONS AND PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE 

I commend the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Kentucky for calling to the atten
tion of the Senate the importance of town 
affiliations of the President's people-to
people program. 

It is most appropriate that Senator CooPER 
should introduce this material onto the floor 
becaus.e of his long and valuable service to 
the United States as Ambassador to India. 
But almost all of us in the Senate should 
have a deep interest in the town afilllatlons 
program since more than 100 American com
munities have affiliations overseas. 

ThiS program arranges sister cities be
tween one community in the United States 
and another in a nation abroad. The cities 
then exchange people and ideas, bringing 
the citizens of both lands to a closer and· 
better understanding of one another. 

The article, "Two-Way Rewards of City-to- · 
Foreign-City Exchanges," appearing 1n the 
March issue of Reader's Digest, tells of the 
active and happy relationship between Aries, 
France, and Y<?rk 1n my State of Pennsyl
vania. I understand that this relationship 
took on a romantic and legal aspect when 
an English teacher, Margaret Boltz, married 
Aries' mayor, Charles Privat. 

Other sister city anangements 1n Penn
sylvania .include· Chamb~sburg . and Go
temba, Japan; Cheltenham with Chelten- . 
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ham, England; Manheim with Mannheim, 
Germany; and Swarthmore with Stadt, Ger
many. 

It is encouraging to see the increase in this 
activity which brings people closer to one 
another. One other of these arrangements, 
although not in the town affiliations pro
gram, was undertaken in Scranton, Pa., be
tween its high school students and students 
in Japan. 

Mr. GEORGE E. CLARK, 
The Scranton Times, 
Scranton, Pa. 

JANUARY 13, 1960. 

DEAR MR. CLARK: I read with great interest 
the article in the December 18 Scranton 
Times, which described the novel telephone 
conversations between students in Scranton 
and Japan. 

The pages from the Times were put on my 
desk just after I returned from a congres
sional inspection tour of several parts of the 
world, including Japan. So I read it with a 
background of some recently acquired knowl
edge of the desire of the Japanese to 
strengthen their bonds with the United 
States. 

Congratulations to the Scranton Rotary 
Club and the many people who cooperated 
to make the project a success. I hope there 
will be more. Anything that helps people to 
better understand one another is a step to
ward world peace. We, the adults of the 
world, have been only partly successful in 
that endeavor. We must encourage future 
generations to do an ever better job. 

Kindest regards. 

I believe this to be one of the most 
dynamic developments in the field of 
U.S. foreign relations since World War 
II. The diplomats have difficulty in 
bridging the gap between different cul
tures and traditions. There is no substi
tute for getting to know the cultures of 
other people in practice. The close hu
man relationships that have developed 
under the township-affiliation program 
have done much to give flesh and blood 
to our formal diplomatic agreements. 
And yet we have only begun to realize 
on the great potential for peace con
tained in this program. All Americans 
must be aroused to take an interest in 
and give active support to the program. 
This is one answer to the question the 
average citizen asks: "What can I do to 
further the cause of world peace?" The 
threat of war will fade away as the people 
of the world come together in bonds of 
friendship and mutual understanding. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, in re
sponse to President Eisenhower's call for 
participation of millions of individual 
Americans, California cities have been 
quick to assist in strengthening our Na
tion's ties with various foreign lands by 
joining enthusiastically the interna
tional town affiliation phase of the peo
ple-to-people program. It is gratifying 
indeed to observe that my native State, 
a large proportion of whose population Sincerely yours, 

HuGH scoTT. is only one or two generations removed 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I am from other countries of the globe or 

happy to associate myself with the re- sister States of our own Union, is in the 
front rank of the commonwealths which 

marks which have been made by my dis- have established intimate ties with 
tingu!shed colleague from Kentucky [Mr. sister cities. 
COOPER] concerning the great value of With what I hope may be pardonable 
our people-to-people program and the pride, I point out to the Senate that Cal-
township-affiliation activities associated - ifornia, whose ocean shores constitute 
with it. Of all the projects that have more than two-thirds of our Nation's 
been developed under this people-to-
people program, I can think, of none that continental Pacific coastline, reflects a 

high degree of cognizance of the impor
has made a greater contribution to in- tance of developing warm relations with 
ternational understanding than the 
"sister city" affiliations. American cities America's loyal, thriving ally of the Ori-
are linked together with foreign cities ent, Japan. This is especially significant 
in bonds of friendship, with the selection in view of the fact that less than two 
of the "sisters" based, in most instances, decades ago virtually all residents of 
on mutual interest. The American Mu- Japanese ancestry-even, our American
nicipal Association performs a valuable born nisei-were regarded with wide
service in helping local communities find spread suspicion, if not outright has
foreign cities to affiliate with, based as tility. 

"bl b · · t th The fact that eight separate commu-
much as possi e on rmgmg oge er nities of Japan have been adopted by 
communities which have like problems 
and interests. a like number of California cities should 

I am proud to say that the cities in the be an impressive message to the entire 
world that Americans not only are for

State of California have provided much giving and tolerant people. This aspect 
of the leadership and inspiration in this of our participation in the program dem-
program. According to latest reports, -
california has more affiliated cities than onstrates a fervent desire to improve the 
any other State, 17 of the more than 100 international, political, and economic 
cities now actively engaged in this out- climate by taking positive action to wipe 
standing venture in international good out unfortunate misunderstandings of 
will. Of these 1:7 cities, 8 have Japanese the past and by joining hands in a global 
sister cities, 2 have French sister cities, march toward lasting peace and security. 
and there is 1 affiliation each with As befits a State· with residents 

whose roots extend in all directions far 
El Salvador, Chile, England, Germany, beyond its borders, California cities have 
Italy, Sweden, and Turkey. When the 
American Municipal Association recently extended the hand of international 
made awards to the five leaders in this friendship to communities of three other 
program, two were chosen from Cali- continents-Europe, South America, 
fornia, Mayors Robert c. Doerr, of san and Asia. It is noteworthy that one of 
Jose, and Charles C. Dial, of San Diego. our California communities seeking to 
These men were hailed for their active improve international friendship has 
participation in efforts to develop grass- created relations with cities of both the 
roots relationships between the people of Orient and Europe. The forward-look
the free world. ing citizens of Pasadena have aftiliations 

with Mishima, Japan and with Ludwig
shafen, Germany. Thus, all together, 15 
California cities have adopted a total of 
16 communities in 9 other lands. 

In the hope of encouraging other 
municipalities to take part in this effort 
in "grassroots diplomacy," I request 
unanimous consent to have published as 
part of my remarks the list of Cali
fornia communities engaging in the 
town program and the names of their 
affiliated sister cities in other lands. 

There being no objection the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Alameda-Lidingo, Sweden. 
Los Angeles-Nagoya, Japan. 
Napa-Como, Italy. 
Pasadena-Mishima, Japan, and Ludwiga-

hafen, Germany. 
Riverside-8endai, Japan. 
San Bernardino--Tachikawa, Japan. 
San Diego--Yokohama, Japan. 
San Francisc~saka, Japan. 
San Jose-Okayama, Japan. 
Santa Ana-Santa Ana, El Salvador. 
Santa Cruz-Ajaccio, France. 
Sausalito--Vina del Mar, Chile. 
South Gate-southgate, England. 
Stockton-8himizu, Japan. 
Torrance-Konya, Turkey. 

PAYOLA 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in re

cent weeks we have been bombarded with 
a variety of testimony reported in a va
riety of ways on the subject of payola. 
It would appear, if we are to believe all 
that we read and hear, that everyone is 
guilty, and that no one is guilty; that 
money has been paid either for special 
favors or for bona fide professional serv
ices; that the public has been bilked by 
unscrupulous manipulation of program 
format, or that television programs have 
merely been made more exciting for the 
viewing public. 

In the wake of this tumult have come 
suggestions, demands, orders, and threats 
that someone must be made to pay. Not
withstanding a need for corrective action, 
I suggest an even greater need to permit 
those agencies responsible a sufficient 
time to make adjustments within the 
framework of their operation. 

On the one hand, the Federal Com
munications Commission is adequately 
prepared to handle gross misuse of our 
airwaves. On the other, our broadcast
ing networks have demonstrated a will
ingness and ability to properly control 
their programing. 

Mr. President, the facts have long since 
been established in any number of· ways~ 
It is time now for us to pause and see 
what is being done, not plunge ahead 
recklessly with legislation which might, 
in the long run, prove more harmful than 
good. · 

In this connection, two splendid pub
lished accounts have recently come to my 
attention. On February 10, 1960, the 
Rocky Mountain News published a very 
thoughtful, objective analysis of the situ
ation; in its issue of February 12, the 
Saturday Review of Literature contained 
an article by Elmo Roper along these 
same lines. 
· Mr. President, so that my colleagues 

may ·obtain the same basis for study 
which I found in these articles, I ask 
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unanimous consent that they be printed 
in full at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
(From the Rocky Mountain News, Feb. 10, 

1960] 
THE LAw AND TV 

On the one hand, says the House Commit
tee on Legislative Oversight, the Federal 
Communications Commission and the Fed
eral Trade Commission already have the 
power to "eradicate most, if not all, of the 
deceptive and corrupt practices in broadcast
ing." (This is what Attorney General Rogers 
said a while back.) 

On the other hand, the committee says, the 
evidence it has gathered in its hearings on 
payola and rigged quiz shows points unmis
takably to the need for further legislation 
which it recommends. 

The committee says it doesn't trust the TV 
industry to clean its own house and deplores 
the passive attitude of the FCC and FTC in 
the past. But it notes a burst of regulatory 
energy since the hearings began last fall. 

It is true the cleanup by TV omcials and 
the busy crackdown initiated by FCC and 
FTC in recent weeks could have been started. 
long ago 1f all these people had been hep 
to what was going on. But the Van Doren 
testimony and the other revelations now have 
shocked all hands into facing their problems. 

This is what always happens when the 
facts get told. The public itself is the best 
policeman on the beat. Fear of public rela
tion 1s the most effective type of regulation. 
In getting the story to the public, the House 
committee did its best work. 

Whether new law is needed is something 
else. Most laws, especially in the field of 
Industry regulations, could stand updating 
after a while. But giving any Government 
agency fiat power to rule what's in the public 
interest and what isn't 1s risky. The public 
1s the best judge of that. 

Before it accepts the House committee pro
posal on this point, Congress ought to think 
it over pretty carefully. An overdose of bu
reaucracy is no cure for anything, and can 
be worse than the evil it is created to correct. · 

[From the Saturday Review, Feb. 12, 1960] 
RIGGED QUIZZES: THE PUBLIC'S VIEW 

(By Elmo Roper) 
Exposed to the drama of the rigged TV 

quiz shows complete with sin and confession, 
villains, and victims, and a background 
chorus bewailing the downfall of national 
morallty, the American public has refused to 
become hysterical. Rather, a nationwide 
cross section has just made the following 
evaluation of television vis-a-vis the quiz 
show scandals: 

These disclosures show just how bad tele-
vision ls, 4 percent. · 

These practices are very wrong and should 
be stopped immediately, but you can't con
demn all of television because of them, 65 
percent. 

No one can really be in favor of this kind 
of thing, but there's nothing very wrong 
about it either, 17 percent. 

What happened is a normal part of show 
business and 1s perfectly all right, 7 percent. 

Don't know, 7 percent. 
The public, then, does not take the cynlcaJ. 

view that "It's just show business," nor have 
people succumbed to a blanket condemna
tion of the whole television industry. Their 
appraisal has been sharp, but limited to the 
actual offenses that have been revealed. 

Basically, our study was to determine the 
effect of the quiz show exposures on televi
sion as a whole. The reSUlting mosaic of 
opinion shows the public to be certain about 
some things, and divided about others, but 
in the final analysis capable of putting 
:fraudulent quiz shows in a pretty sane per-

spective, saner than that of many of the 
newspaper headline writers. 

Asked about a number of practices, as
sociated with television, that have come 
under criticism recently, only the rigged 
quiz shows and "payola" received the clear 
and strong disapproval of the public. The 
public was divided in its opinion of TV rat
ings, free plugs, performers pretending to sing 
while their voices are supplied electronical
ly, and canned laughter (which some people 
commented might not be immoral but was 
awfully annoying). Most people had no ob
jections to advance rehearsals of interview 
shows with famous people. 

The biggest question mark in the public's 
mind was over how thorough a cleanup job 
would be done by the television industry (39 
percent expected a thorough job to be done, 
37 percent thought only the most publicized 
abuses were being corrected, 9 percent 
thought not much of anything was being 
done, 15 percent just didn't know). Yet 
despite this skepticism as to how pure tele
vision practices are now and are likely to 
become in the future, the public gave tele
vision in general a heavy vote of confidence. 
Asked which medium they could least do 
without-radio, television, newspapers, or 
magazines-television topped the list, and by 
a big margin. Such a result might mean 
addiction rather than faith, but answers to 
a question on believability indicated the lat
ter interpretation. Of the same four media, 
newspapers were considered by the public 
both the most and least believable, with tele
vision nudging newspapers for the "most be
lievable" position, and seldom mentioned as 
"least believable." Radio was mentioned in
frequently as either most or least believable, 
but magazines, on balance (presumably news 
magazines) got the lowest believability 
score. Thus while the public sees newspa
pers as running the gamut from integrity to 
irresponsibility, television is given a good 
score for general reliability. 

But most of all, the public's sanity was 
demonstrated by the place it accorded quiz 
show rigging in a list of recent issues re
ported in the newspapers. Here are the per
centages calling each "a serious moral prob
lem": 

The increasing amount of juvenile delin
quency, 89 percent. 

Dishonest labor leaders, 88 percent. 
Government omcials accepting bribes, 81 

percent. 
Policemen taking graft, 74 percent. 
School segregation, 71 percent. 
False advertising claims, 67 percent. 
International disarmament, 66 percent. 
The testing of atomic bombs, 65 percent. 
Fixed boxing matches, 45 percent. 
Congressmen putting their relatives on U .8. 

payrolls, 42 percent. 
Rigged quiz shows on TV, 41 percent. 
Disc jockeys taking payola, 34 percent. 
Some may take the public's answers on 

this issue to indicate a moral callousness and 
complacency which bodes 111 for the future 
of our society. I do not make this interpreta
tion. Twenty-six years of asking the public 
thousands of questions on hundreds of sub
jects have convinced me that the public is 
usually pretty sound. It is true that occa
sionally a burst of emotion, usually inspired 
by widespread dissemination of misinforma
tion, may cause them to go astray momen
tarily, but our research has shown that they 
are soon back on the path of commonsense, 
and I think I might even be pardoned if I 
use the word wisdom. The puJ>llc, if it is 
anything, is human and it knows that wher
ever one finds human beings, one will fin<! 
instances of great merit, instances of medi
ocrity and instances of shabbiness. 

In this case the public seems to have con
cluded that while corruption should be 
stamped out wherever discovered, the fact of 
corruption is likely to be always with us, and 
the best we can do 1s fight its various 

forms as they turn up. But they haven't 
taken the quiz show revelations as con
clusive evidence of this country's cultural 
degradation or decided that all entertainers 
are crooks, any more than they damned the 
entire Eisenhower administration for the 
peccadilloes of Adams or the entire American 

.labor movement for the sins of Hoffa. 

LAMAR, COLO.: ALL-AMERICA CITY 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, I am 
constantly impressed with the great 
vitality that lies in the heart of the small 
communities of this country. Having 
lived for the last 30 years in Lamar, 
Colo., a rather small city, at least, small 
when measured by most standards, and 
having been a part of the growth and 
development of that city, I am, of course, 
very proud of it. 

I am particularly proud at the moment 
that Lamar, Colo., is one of the cities 
which has been selected as an all-Amer
ica city by Look magazine and the Na
tional Municipal League in the contest 
which has just closed. 

Mr. President, the basis of this award 
is "energetic, purposeful, intelligent citi
zen effort in attaining specific civil im
provements in the public interest.'' 

In the case of my own city of Lamar, 
Colo., the situation is that here is a city 
which has gone through the Dust Bowl 
of the thirties, and more recently the 
very stringent drought period · of the 
fifties, but has nevertheless been able to 
accomplish things which would shock 
most larger cities. 

In 1956 the city set a goal of some 12 
J>Oints which it intended to accomplish. 
These included three new schools, a com
pletely new water system, including stor
age facilities, as well as the supplying of 
supplemental water, a modern sewage 
system, an airport, a swimming pool, and 
a better hospital, the hogpital having 
doubled in capacity partially through the 
efforts of the local citizens and partially 
through the sisters who operate it. 

Last year, determined to remain a re
gional hub, it began to diversify its in
dustries, and this year it has added a new 
industry. 

In this accomplishment I believe no 
small credit should go to Mr. C. 0. Bow
man, the present mayor and the mayor 
during a good portion of this time of de
velopment, as well as to Mr. C. E. Beggs, 
who has just concluded his term as mayor 
of this city. 

Truly here is a city which has not had 
the benefit of any great wealth or any 
great deposits of uranium or any great 
deposits of oil-nothing but a great deal 
of hard work and elbow grease and a real 
ambition to place their community on the · 
map and to make it a better place in 
which to live. I for one am proud to be 
a member of this community, and I wish 
here to express my congratulations to all 
members of that community who have 
done so much to merit the award which 
has just been made. 

THE STELLA SCHOOL DISTRICT 
· Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President. 

before I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
I wish to refer to a comment made yes• 
terday by the distinguished minority 
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leader [Mr. DIRKSEN] with further ref
erence to the Stella School District. He 
said, as appears in the RECORD of yester
day at page 2856: 

The Army is not disposed to press the 
claim, so long as there is a possibllity ot 
handling the matter by legislation. 

I am fully aware of the great influence 
of the minority leader on the Army and 
the executive branch. I feel certain 
that so long as he is the minority leader, 
and is willing and able to hold up ac
tion, he can do so. But I really do not 
believe this is satisfactory to the peo
ple of Stella, Mo. They are "under the 
gun" to the tune of $6,200, at least. 
They do not have $6,200. It is very em
barrassing to self-respecting people in 
their area to have hanging over them, in 

· my opinion, an unjustified bill. 
The bill may die on the calendar. For 

example, at the end of this session, if 
the bill does not pass, the people of Stella, 
Mo., will be left without any possibility 
of relief. There will be nothing to pre
vent the Army, except the good will of 
the Senator from Tilinois, from proceed
ing to press its claim. 

Again I recommend to the minority 
leader that he consider the passage of 
a bill which will excuse this claim with
out any further delay, so that the finan
cial solvency of the people of Stella, Mo., 
may not any longer be under a cloud. 

The debate the other evening generally 
developed the thesis that it was a mis
take to try to charge $6,200 rent for this 
old officers' club. 

Again I recommend to the Senators 
that they reconsider their attitude with 
regard to this minor bill, and see 
whether it will be possible to reach a 
unanimous-consent agreement to pass 
the bill, so as to free the Stella School 
District from this unjustified and much 
too large rental for the officers' club. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, Sit this 
point will the Senator from Arkansas 
yield? · 

Mr. PULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. KEATING. I wish to make a com
ment and also ask a question, but I am 
sure that both will be brief. 

Today, I have been touched-as I was 
the last time-by the solicitude of my 
friend, the Senator from Arkansas, for 
stella, Mo. If I did not know of the 
great activities and the distinguished 
service the Senator from Arkansas per
forms in this body and the assiduous 
way in which he goes about the perform
ance of his duties, I would think he was 
a public-relations counsel for Stella, Mo. 

Today, one of the distinguished Sena
tors from Missouri spoke at great length 
on national defense, but never mentioned 
the .situation at Stella, Mo., as consti
tuting a problem of great concern to him. 

Again I say that I think this ma.tter is 
of primary concern to the Senators from 
Missouri. I believe they should be the 
ones who at least should join in the re
quest for immediate action on the bill 
which deals with this problem. 

I can say-because I talked with the 
distinguished minority lea.der about this 
matter-that action is not being taken 
by the Army simply because of the inter
vention of the distinguished minority 

leader. The Army feels that under the 
circumstances, with this bill pending, it 
would be inappropriate for it to proceed. 
So the Army is awaiting the outcOme of 
this proposed legislation. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think the 
Senator from New York should mini
mize the influence of the Senator from 
Illinois. He is a very important figure 
in Washington. 

Mr. KEATING. I fully realize that; 
he has gre~t influence with me and 
with everyone else. But in this case I 
think the Senator from Arkansas would 
equally be able to get the Department 
of Defense not to press this claim, be
cause I feel sure that the pending meas
ure will eventually become law. Iil fact, 
this bill, together with very important 
amendments to it, should become law 
in the very near future. 

I am sure that in connection with 
passage of the bill, the interest of the 
Senator from Arkansas in the people of 
Stella, Mo., will be 'so great that he will 
be happy to support the bill, no matter 
what amendments may be attached to it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there further business to come 
· before the Senate? 

PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

have been requested by the majority 
leader to announce that next week there 
will be a number of late sessions and a 
Saturday session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 
Chair correctly understand the SenatOr 
from Arkansas to say there will be a 
Saturday session? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, a Saturday 
session next week, not tomorrow. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be
·fore the Senate at this time, then, in 
accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate now 
stand in recess until Monday at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 6 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess, under the order previ
ously entered, until Monday, February 
22, 1960, at 12 o'clock meridian. · 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate February 19 (legislative day of 
February 15), 1960: 

U.S. DIS'l'IU'cr J'UDGl!l 
Olin Hatfield Chllson. of Colorado, to be 

U.s. district judge for the district of Colo
rado, vice William L. Knous, deceased. 

U.S. ATTORNEY 

William C. Spire, of Nebraska, to be U.S. 
attorney for the district of Nebraska for the 
term of 4 years. He is now serving in this 
office under an appointment which expires 
April 24, 1960. 

U .8. MARSHALS 

Lyle F. Milligan, of Wisconsin, to be U.S. 
marshal for the eastern district of Wisconsin 
for the term of 4 years. He is now serving 
in this office under an appointment which 
expires March 1, 1960. 

Santos Buxo, Jr., of Puerto Rico, to be 
U.S. marshal for the district of Puerto Rico 
for the term of 4 years. He is now serving 
in this office under an appointment which 
expires March 1, 1960. 

U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION 

Glenn W. Sutton, of Georgia, to be a mem
ber of the U.S. Tariff Commission for the 
term expiring June 16, 1966. (Reappoint
ment.) 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Earl W. Kintner, of Indiana, to be a Fed
eral Trade Commissioner for the term of 
7 years from September 26, 1960. (Reap
pointment.) 

DIPLOMATIC AND FoREIGN SERVICE 

The following-named Foreign Service of .. 
fleers for promotion from class 2 to class 1: 

Ralph J. Blake, of Oregon. 
James E. Brown, Jr., of Pennsylvania.. 
Joseph B. Costanzo, of New Jersey. 
H. Francis Cunningham, Jr., of Nebraska. 
Olcott H. Deming, of Connecticut. 
Andrew G. Lynch, of New York. 
Lionel M. Summers, of the District of 

Columbia. 
Gerald Warner, of Massachusetts. 
Barr V. Washburn, of Utah. 
The following-named Foreign Service of .. 

fleers for promotion from class 2 to class 1 
and to be also consuls general of the United 
States of America: 

Patten D. Allen, of New York. 
Norbert L. Anschuetz, of Maryland. 
Miss Ruth Bacon, of Massachusetts. 
Milton Baran, of New York. 
J. Paul Barringer, of Pennsylvania. 
Wymberley DeR. Coerr, of Connecticut. 
Earl T. Crain, of Virginia. 
Robert H. S. Eakens, of Texas. 
John W. Evans, of the District of Columbia. 
William A. Fowler, of Washington. 
Eugene A. Gilmore, Jr., of Nebraska. 
Sam P. Gilstrap, of Oklahoma. 
John Goodyear, of New York. 
Marshall Green, of Massachusetts. 
Wesley C. Haraldson, of Virginia. 
Ralph Hilton, of Texas. 
Robert G. Hooker, Jr., of California. 
Raymond G. Leddy, of New York. 
Roy M. Melbourne, of Virginia. 
Frederick T. Merrill, of the District of Co-

lumbia. 
Armin H. Meyer, of lllinois. 
John Ordway, of the District o:f Columbia. 
Walter A. Radius, of Virginia. 
Milton c. Rewinkel, of Minnesota. 
Rufus Burr Smith, of Montana. 
Charles Nelson Spinks, of california. 
C. Allan Stewart, of Arizona. 
William W. Walker, of North Carolina. 
George Lybrook West, Jr., of California. 
William A. Wieland, of New York. 
The following-named Foreign Service ofil• 

cers for promotion from class 3 to class 2: 
Kenneth B. Atkinson, of Virginia.. 
Taylor G. Belcher, of New York. 
Donald C. Bergus, o:f Maryland. 
Lee B. Blanchard, of Oklahoma. . 
Louis C. BoOchever, of Maryland. 
Howard Brandon, of Georgia. 
John L. Brown, of MasBachusetts. 
Stanley S. Carpenter, o:f MassachusetUI. 
Albert E. Carter, 0! Tennessee. 
Clyde L. Clark, of Iowa. 
Otho T. Colclough, of North Carolina.. 
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William B. Connett, Jr., of the District 

of Columbia. 
Roy T. Davis, Jr., of Maryland. 
Donald A. Dumont, of New York. 
William B. Dunham, of Virginia. 
Robert A. Fea.rey, · of the District of 00• 

lumbia. 
Seymour M. Finger, of New York. 
Rlcha.rd B. Finn, of New York. 
Edmund E. Getzin, of New York. 
Joseph Godson, of New York. 
Leo M. Goodman, of New York. 
Windsor G. Hackler, of Nebraska. 
Theo E. Hall, of Virginia. 
Paul W. Hallman, of Virginia. 
Norman B. Hannah, of Illinois. 
John Hay, of Virginia. 
Alton W. Hemba, of Mississippi. 
David H. Henry 2d, of New York. 
Jack A. Herfurt, of California. 
Willlam K. Hitchcock, of Virginia. 
A. Guy Hope, of Virginia. 
Albert E. Irving, of Maryland. 
Frederick Irving, of Rhode Island. 
William G. Jones, of Maryland. 
John Keppel, of the District of Columbia. 
Alexander F. Kiefer, of New York. 
Clinton ·E. Knox, of Maryland. 
Max V. Krebs, of California. 
John A. Lacey, of Ohio. 
Edward T. Lampson, .of Connecticut. 
Guy A. Lee, of Maryland. 
Jack W. Lydman, of New York. 
Eugene V. McAuliffe, of Massachusetts. 
James A. McDevitt, of Illinois. 
Adrian T. Middleton, of Texas. 
George T. Moody, of Maryland. 
George 8. Newman, of New York. 
Dana Orwick, of Ohio. 
Albert Post, of the District of Columbia. 
Donald L. Ranard,, of Vermont. 
Alfred Reifman, of Maryland. 
Idar Rimestad, of North Dakota. 
Edward F. Rivinus, Jr., of Pennsylvania. 
Robert Rossow, Jr., of Indiana. 
M. Robert Rutherford, of Montana. 
Edwin L. Smith, of Arkansas. 
John L. Stegmaier, of Massachusetts. 
John H. Stutesman, Jr., of-New·Jersey. 
Charles Wilson Thomas, of Utah. 
Miss Margaret Joy Tibbetts, of Maine. 
Richard W. Tims, of Maryland. 
S. Roger Tyler, Jr., of West Virginia. 
Sheldon B. Vance, of Minnesota. 
William L. Wight, Jr., of Virginia. 
Joseph 0. Zurhellen, Jr., of New York. 
The following-named Foreign Service of-

fleers for promotion from class 4 to class 3: 
Rodger C. Abraham, of Connecticut. 
William 0. Anderson, of Indiana. 
John A. Armitage, of Tennessee. 
Laurin B. Askew, of Tennessee. 
John R. Barrow, of California. 
Chester E. Beaman, of Indiana. 
Frederic H. Behr, of New Jersey. 
Miss Elizabeth Ann Brown, of oregon. 
Emerson M. Brown, of Michigan. 
Stephen J. Campbell, of Cal1fornia. 
Allan Chase, of Virginia. 
Dennis A. ·collins, of Ohio. 
Stephen A. Comiskey, of Colorado. 
Douglas W. Coster, of New York. 
Leonard R. Cowles, of Florida. 
Oliver 8. Crosby, of Washington. 
David C. Cuthell, of Connecticut. 
Robert W. Dean, of Illlnois. 
Thomas J. Duffield, of Massachusetts. 
Wllliam R. Duggan, of Colorado. 
Lester E. Edmond, of Maryland. 
David H. Ernst, of Massachusetts. 
Charles C. Finch, of Kansas. 
Miss Edelen Fogarty, of New York. 
David L. Gamon, of California. 
Edwin J. Garrity, of Virginia. 
Scott George, of Kentucky. 
Charles Gilbert, of New York. 
William Giloane, of Maryland. 
John K. Hagemann, of Maryland. 
Phillp E. Haring, of Pennsylvania. 
Thomas R. Hodet, of Connecticut. 

Adolf B. Horn, Jr., of the District of Co· 
lumbia. 

Alan G. James, of the ·District of Columbia. 
Walter E. Jenkins, Jr., of Texas. 
Jack R. Johnstone, of Washington. 
Harold G. Josif, of Ohio. 
Morris Kaufman, of New York. 
William M. Kerrigan, of Ohio. 
Thomas D. Kingsley, of Maryland. 
Northrop H. Kirk, of California. 
David Klein, of Kansas. 
Francis X. Lambert, of Massachusetts. 
Jerome R. Lavallee, of Massachusetts. 
Frederick D. Leatherman, of Ohio. 
Armistead M. Lee, of Vermont. 
W. J . Lehmann, of the District of Columbia. 
James F. Leonard, Jr., of Pennsylvania. 
Guy 0. Long, of Pennsylvania. · 
Albert K. Ludy, Jr., of Arizona. 
FredericK. Lundy, Jr., of Pennsylvania. 
Dayton S. Mak, of New Mexico. 
David J. S. Manbey, of California. 
Ja.mes H. McFarland, Jr., of Michigan. 
Clarence J. Mcintosh, of Florida. 
Everett K. Melby, of Illinois. 
John E. Mellor, of Connecticut. 
Bruce H. Millen, of Louisiana. 
George Moffitt, Jr., of Connecticut. 
Neil N. Muhonen, of Virginia. 
George F. Muller, of Maryland. 
James F. O'Connor, Jr., of New York. 
John G. Oliver, of Texas. 
Miss Mary S. Olmsted, of New York. 
Melville E. Osborne, of New York. 
James P. Parker, of Connecticut. 
Robert Person, of Virginia. 
Robert M. Phillips, of California. 
David Post, of Pennsylvania. 
Sandy MacGregor Pringle, of New York. 
Vladimir P. Prokofieff, of Virginia. 
Normand W. Redden, of New York. 
Robert J. Redington, of Connecticut. 
Jordan T. Rogers, of South Carolina. 
Morris Rothenberg, of Maryland. 
J. Phillip Rourk, of California. 
William T. Sandalls, of Connecticut. 
Dwight E. SCarbrough, of Minnesota. 
Robert R. Schott, of oregon. 
George W. Skora, of Arizona. 
Walter W. Sohl, of :nunois. 
Albert W. Stoffel, of New York. 
William N. Stokes, of North Carolina. 
William H. SulUvan, of Rhode Island. 
Harrison M. Symmes, of North Carolina. 
M. Gordon Tiger, of Virginia. 

_Francis T. Underhill, Jr., of New Jersey. 
Christopher Van Hollen, of the District of 

Columbia. 
Hendrik van Oss, of New Jersey. 
Bertus H. Wabeke, of Massachusetts. 
Milton C. Walstrom, of Hawaii. 
Wayland B. Waters, of Michigan. 
Harry J. Wetzork, of Pennsylvania. 
Louis A. Wiesner, of New Hampshire. 
Miss Jean M. Wilkowski, of Florida. 
William H. Witt, of South Carolina. 
Chalmers B. Wood, of Virginia. 
Parker D. Wyman, of Illinois. 
The following-named Foreign Service of-

ficers for promotion from class 5 to class 4: 
Miss Hilda M. Anderson, of Maryland. 
Daniel M. Arzac, Jr., of California. 
Robert J. Ballantyne, of New Jersey. 
John H. Barber, of California. 
'George M. Barbis, of California. 
Robert E. Barbour, of Tell.nessee. 
St. John Bargas, of Louisiana. 
RobertS. Barrett IV, of Virginia. 
William R. Beckett, of Michigan. 
Norman J. Bentley, of California. 
David B. Bolen, of Colorado. 
Lewis W. Bowden, of District of Columbia. 
Mrs. Mildred I.l. Brockdorff, of Maryland. 
John A. Brogan III, of New York. 
Jack B. Button, of Kansas. 
William c. Canup, of Michigan. 
Charles 0. Carson, of the District at 

Columbia. 
Peter R. Chase, of Massachusetts. 
Willis B. Collins, Jr., of Alabama. 

William F. Courtney, of Michigan. 
Miss Virginia I. Cullen, of Pennsylvania.. 
Joseph H. Cunningham, of Nebraska. 
Frank A. Davis, of Ohio. 
David Dean, of Florida. 
Francois M. Dickman, of Wyoming. 
Arthur R. Dornheim, of Maryland. 
Stephen Duncan-Peters, of New York. 
William L. Eagleton, Jr., of Illlnois. 
Virgil M. Elliott, of Florida. 
George A. Ellsworth, of Georgia. 
Lawrence B. Elsbernd, of North Dakota. 
Elden B. Erickson, of Kansas. 
Guy Ferri, of Pennsylvania: 
Thomas M. Gaffney, of Massachusetts. 
Miss Elizabeth G. Gallagher, of Pennsyl· 

vania. 
Millard L. Gallop, of Virginia. 
Samuel R. Gammon III, of Texas. 
John L. Gawf, of Colorado. 
Richard D. Geppert, of New Jersey. 
Loren L. Goldman, of Maryland. 
H. Kent Goodspeed, of California. · 
Malcolm P. Hallam, of South Dakota. 
Miss Betty R. Hanes, of Ohio. 
William N. Harben, of New York. 
William C. Harrop, of New Jersey. 
Arthur A. Hartman, of New Jersey. 
Robert c. Hayes, of Maryland. 
Harry W. Heikenen, of Minnesota. 
Mrs. HallY,e A. Heiland, of Callfornia. 
Herschel Hancock Helm, of Kentucky. 
William A. Helseth, of Florida. 
Gregory Henderson, of Massachusetts. 
Richard V. Hennes, of lliinois. 
Gerrlt J. W. Heyneker, of the District of 

Columbia. 
Max E. Hodge, Df New York. 
Paul R. Hughes, of California, 
Thomas J. Hunt, of New York. 
Johannes V. Imhof, of California. 
Joseph R. Jacyno, of Massachusetts. 
Gordon D. Johnson, of California. 
Gerald G. Jones, of California.. 
Howard D. Jones, of Oklahoma.. 
Walter T. Kamprad, of California. 
George R. Kaplan, of Massachusetts. 
William G. Keen, of Tennessee. 
George R. Kenney, of Illinois. 
Miss Virginia L. King, of Nebraska. 
Richard F. Kitterman, of Maryland. 
William s. Krason, of New York. 
John Krizay, of Pennsylvania. 
Lyle F. Lane, of Washington, 
Miss Lillie Levine, of Iowa. 
Miss Eleanor V. Levy, of the District of 

Columbia. 
Samuel W. Lewis, of Texas. 
Phllip M. Lindsay, of California. 
John L. Loughran, of Pennsylvania. 
Miss Doris Meltana Luellen, of California. 
Mrs. Andree P. Maddox, of the District of 

Columbia. 
LeRoy Makepeace, of Connecticut. 
Donald C. Mansfield, of Virginia, 
Robert J. Martens, of California.. 
Miss Roberta McKay, of Michigan. 
Delano McKelvey, of the District of Co-

lumbia. 
Warren H. McMurray, of Georgia. 
John A. McVickar, of New York. 
Jack C. Miklos, of Idaho. 
Paul M. Miller, of Maryland. 
Robert H. Miller, of Washington. 
William B. Miller, of Ohio. 
George C. Mitchell, of Nebraska. 
George C. Moore, of California. 
Laurent E. Morin, of New: Hampshire. 
Albert D. Moscotti, of New Jersey, 
Charles Willis Naas, of Massachusetts. 
Michael H. Newlin, of North Carolina. 
Edward P. Noziglia, of New York. 
Frank V. Ortiz, Jr., of New Mexico. 
John B. Penfold, of Missouri. 
Peter J. Peterson, of California. 
Lyle R. Piepenburg, of Wisconsin. 
Onesime L. Piette, of New Hampshire. 
Clifford J. Quinlan, of Minnesota. 
James A. Ramsey, of Massachusetts. 
Miss Catherine A. Rock, of Pennsylvania. 

. 
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Woodward Romine, of Indiana. 
Miss Helen W. Rose, of Minnesota. 
Robert w. Ross, of California. 
Frederick H. Sacksteder, Jr., of New York. 
Edwin E. Segall, of Nebraska. 
Robert G. Shackleton, of Ohio. 
Lawrence W. Sharpe, of Ohio. 
Max L. Shimp, of Ohio. 
Emery Peter Smith, of the District of Co-

lumbia. 
PaUl A. Smith, Jr., of Virginia. 
Eldridge A. Snlght, of Virginia. 
Herbert Spielman, of Maryland. 
Christopher A. Squire, of the District of 

Columbia. 
William A. Stoltzfus, Jr., of New Jersey. 
Miss Cherry C. Stubbs, of Minnesota. 
Michael H. Styles, of Delaware. 
Sidney V. Suhler, of Texas. 
Ralph C. Talcott, of Tennessee. 
Robert J. Tepper, of New York. 
Erwin C. Thompson, of California. 
Arthur T. Tienken, of New York. 
William D. Toomey, of North Dakota. 
Richard D. Vine, of New York. 
Robert H. Wenzel, of Massachusetts. 
Miss Josephine D. Wharton, of Florida. 
Frank S. Wile, of Michigan. 
Robert B. Williams, of Kentucky. 
Daniel L. Williamson, Jr., of North Caro-

lina. 
J. Robert Wilson, of Pennsylvania. 
William D. Wolle, of Iowa. 
Samuel H. Young, of Florida. 
The following-named Foreign Service om-

eers for promotion from class 6 to class 5: 
PaulS. Dwyer, of Ohio. 
Chris C. Pappas; Jr., of New Hampshire. 

The following-named Foreign Service om-
cers for promotion from class 6 to class 6 
and to be also consuls· of the United States 
of America: 

Miss Jane S. Abell, of New Hampshire. 
Dwight R. Ambach, of Rhode Island. 
Miss Leona M. Anderson, of Iqwa. 
Robert F. Andrew, of California. 
George R. Andrews, of Tennessee. 
Richard B. Andrews, of lllinois. 
Sam G. Armstrong, of Texas. 
James H. Bahti, of Michigan. 
Richard w. Barham, of Texas. 
Kyle D. Barnes, of Alabama. 
Charles White Bass, of Tennessee. 
Frederick 0. Beattie. of Virginia. 
Joel w. Biller, of Florida. 
:Martin s. Bowe, Jr., of New Hampshire. 
Merritt c. Bragdon, Jr., of Maryland. 
:Michael Buzan, Jr., of Florida. 

. Byron E. Byron, of California. 
Norman L. Cansler, of the District of Co-

lumbia. 
Frank C. Carlucci, of Pennsylvania. 
Robert W. Chase, of Massachusetts. 
Ward Lee Christensen. of Oregon. 
Joseph A. Cicala, of C9nnecticut. 
Miss Joan M. Clark, of New York. 
Charles B. Cook 3d, of Pennsylvania, 
Dwight M. Cramer, of Nebraska. 
Miss Maurine Crane, of Utah. 
Miss Jane A. Culpepper, of Louisiana. 
Martin A. Dale, of New Jersey. 
Allen C. Davis, of Tennessee. 
Thomas W. Davis, Jr., of California. 
John L. De Ornellas, of Alabama. 
Wlllard A. De Pree, of Michigan. 
Morris Draper, Jr., of California. 
Frank D. Durfey, of Minnesota. 
Richard W. Dye, of New York. 
Harland H. Eastman, of Maine. 
Raymond W. Eiselt, of California. 
Michael E. Ely, of New York. 
Edward B. Fenstermacher, of Pennsylvania. 
Richard W. Finch, of Ohio. 
Eric W. Fleisher, of Maryland. 
Francis L. Poley, of Colorado. 
Richard Forschner, of New Jersey. 
Theodore T. Franzen, of Massachusetts. 
c. Jefferson Frederick,· of Washln~ 
Gerald A. Friedman, of Florida. 

Jack Friedman, of the District of Co-
lumbia. 

Miss Ellen Gavrisheff, of Texas. 
Robert K. German, Of Texas. 
Miss Eleanor Van Trump Glenn, of Georgia. 
Dirk Gleysteen, of Pennsylvania. 
Roderick N. Grant, of California. 
William B. Grant, of Massachusetts. 
James M. Hall, of Washington. 
Nez C. Hallett, Jr., of Texas. 
C. Norman· Hanley, of Washington. 
Tobias Hartwick, of Montana. 
Miss Edele P. Hauber, of Minnesota. 
Frank J. Haughey, of California. 
Mrs. Hertha. Wegener Heiss, of New York. 
Clarence J. Heissel, of california. 
Brewster R. Hemenway, of New York. 
Charles W. Henebry, of California. 
Miss Frances D. Howell, of North Carolina. 
James A. Howell, of Texas. 
George 0. Huey, of Illlnois. 
Mrs. Ellen G. Johnson, of Missouri. 
Richard c. Johnson, of Massachusetts. 
Miss Bernice T. Jones, of California. 
Miss Betty-Jane Jones, of Wisconsin. 
Robert V. Keeley, of Virginia. 
Miss Alice E. Kinnare, of lllinois. 
Roger Kirk, of Michigan. 
Henry G. Krausse, Jr., of Texas. 
P. Wesley Kriebel, of Pennsylvania. 
Archibald Lappin, Jr., of California. 
Burton Levin, of New York. 
Orville M. Lewis, of VIrginia. 
Robert A. Lewis, of New York. 
David E. L'Heureux, of New Hampshire. 
Jack Liebof, of New York. 
Miss Marcia N. Lindgren, of California. 
Stephen Low, of Qhio. 
Miss Helen K. Lyons, of California. 
John W. MacDonald, Jr., of New York. 
JUlian F. MacDonald, Jr., of Ohio. 
Byron P. Manfull, of Utah. 
Ernest J. Mansmann, Jr., of Massachusetts. 
Hugh J. McCall, of New York. 
Franklin 0. McCord, of Iowa. 
John M. Mcintyre, of illinois. 
Frazier· Meade, of Virginia. 
Calvin E. Mehlert, of California. 
Miss Ruth G. Michaelson, of Michigan. 
Curtis L. Mills, of West Virginia. 
John L. Mills, of Georgia. 
Leo J. Moser, of California. 
Harry J. MUllin, Jr., of Kentucky. 
Frederick E. Myers, of Ohio. 
Philip M. Nagao, of California. 
Ernest A. Nagy, of Ohio. 
Leonardo Neher, of lllinois. 
Miss Jeanne C. Nelson II, of Arizona. 
Joseph B. Norbury, Jr., of New York. 
Miss Geraldine M. 011 va, of Oregon:. 
Miss Nancy Ostrader, of Indiana. 
John G. Panos, of lllinois. 
Gabriel J. Paolozzl, of Nevada. 
Grenfall L. Penhollow, of Nebraska. 
Frederick P. Picard III, of Nebraska. 
Arthur L. Price, of nanois. 
Leon Pukach, of Maryland. 
Harry A. Quinn, of California. 
Miss Nancy V. Rawls, of Georgia. 
Owen W. Roberts, of New Jersey. 
J. Leopolda Romero, of California. 
Miss Brynhild C. Rowberg, of Virginia. 
PaUl Sadler, of Tennessee. 
Edward w. Schaefer, of Connecticut. 
Alfred Schelp, of Missouri. 
Miss Ruth Schneider, of New York. 
Gerald Schwab, of New Jersey. · · 
Mrs. Ree C. Shannon, of North Carolina. 
Harry w. Shla.udeman, of California. 
George W. Small,- of West Virginla. 
Miss Violet Smith, of New York. 
M1cl).ael Smolik, of Oregon. 
Raymond J. Swanson, of Cali!omla. 
Joseph Terranova, Jr., of Maryland. 
Ross P. Titus, of llllnois. 
Terence A. Todman, of the Virgin . Islands. 
Donald R. Toussaint, ot California. 
Miss Frances A. Usenik, of Minnesota. 
Nicholas · A. ·Vellotes, of Callforn1a. ·· 
Leland W. Warner, Jr., of Kansas. 

Mrs. Margaret P . A. Welsh, of Louisiana. 
John P. Wentworth, of Washington. 
John Quincy White, of Minnesota. 
Frontis B. Wiggins, Jr., of Georgia. 
Miss Suzanne s. Williams, of Ohio. 
Victor Wolf, Jr., of New York. 
Arthur H. Woodruff, o:f the District o! 

Columbia. 
Miss Olga M. Zhivkovitch, of lllinois. 
The following-named Foreign Service of-

ficers for promotion from class 7 to class 6: 
Anthony C. Albrecht, of Virginia. 
J. Bruce Amstutz, of Massachusetts. 
Andrew Andranovich, of Connecticut. 
Oler A. Bartley, Jr., of Delaware. 
FrankL. Berry, o.f Kenutcky. 
David A. Betts, of New York. 
H. Eugene Bovis, of Florida. 
Everett E. Briggs, of Maine. 
Bazil W. Brown, Jr., of Pennsylvania. 
Thomas R. Buchanan, of Dlinois. 
Charles R. Carlisle, of Florida. 
Gordon Chase, of Massachusetts. 
Richard S. Dawson, Jr., of california. 
Miss Stella M. Deinzer, ot New York. 
Robert W. Drexler, of Wisconsin. 
Thaddeus J. Figura, of Illinois. 
Robert L. Flanegin, of llllnois. 
Robert L. Funseth, of New York. 
Paul F. Gardner, of Texas. 
Miss Kathryn M. Geoghegan, of Colorado. 
Ralph H. Graner, of New York. 
Carl J. Grip, of California. 
Walter V. Hall, ot Virginia. 
Charles R. Hartley, of the Plstrlct of 

Columbia. 
Roger P. Hipskind, of lllinois. 
Thomas J. Hirschfield, of New York. 
Robert M. Immerman, of New .York. 
George W. Jaeger, of Missouri. 
James T. Johnson, of Montana. 
Donald A. johnston, of New York. 
Robert M. Kline, of Connecticut. 
Tadao Kobayashi, o:f Hawaii. 
Larry E. Lane, of Texas. 
Robert Gerald Livingston, of Connecticut. . 
Alan Logan, of California. 
Peter P. Lord, of Massachusetts. 
James Gordon Lowenstein, of Connecticut. 
Paul B. McCarty, of Massachusetts. 
Robert Marden Miller, of California. 
Jay P. Moffat, of New Hampshire. 
Beauveau B. Nalle, of Virginia. 
Edward R. O'Connor, of New York. 
John L. Offner, of Pennsylvania. 
Charles R. O'Hara, of Maryland. 
MarkS. Pratt, of Rhode Island. 
John D. Scanlan, of Minnesota. 
David E. Sim.oox, of Kentucky • 
Edward H. Springer, of Oregon. 
Roger W. Sullivan, of Massachusetts. 
Miss Thelma R. Thurtell, of california. 
D. Dean Tyler, of California. 
Wllliam Watts, of New York. 
William B. Young, of New Hampshire. 
Albert L. Zucca, of New York. 
The following-named Foretgn Service om. 

cers for promotion from class 8 to class 7:. 
Dan Alexander, of Washington. 
George Aneiro, of Ohio. 
TeiTell E. Arnold, of California. 
Thomas H. Baldridge, of Iowa. 
David P. Banowetz, of Louisiana. 
Thomas J. Barnes, of Minnesota. 
John M. Barta, of California. 
Eugene J. Bashe, of california. 
Frank C. Bennett, Jr., of California. 
Harry E. Bergold, Jr., of New York. 
Miss Emma Berna.rd.on, of New York. 
Richard C. Blalock, of Oklahoma. 
Michele C. BozzelU, of Ohio. 
Carroll Brown, of Alabama. 
Eugene B. Bruns, of Maryland. 
Alanson G. Burt, of California. 
Robert s. cameron, of Callfornia.. 
William Clark, Jr., of California. 
John R. 011ngerman. of Michigan. 
Riohanl T. Conroy, of Tennessee. 
Goodwin Cooke, of New York. 
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Emmett M. Coxson, of Illinois. 
John E. Orump, of Kansas. 
Robert R. Dennis, of Pennsylvania. 
Robert B. Dollison, of New York. · 
Miss Suzanne E. Dress, of Pennsylvania. 
Robert W. Duemling, of California. 
Ernest A. Duff, of Virginia. 
William L. Dutton, Jr., of Iowa. 
Richard A. Dwyer, of Indiana. 
Willlam J. Dyess, of Alabama. 
Raymond C. Ewing, of California. 
Miss Mary L. Eysenbach, of Connecticut. 
Charles E. Finan, of Washington. 
Miss Alta F. Fowler, of Virginia. 
Howard V. Funk, Jr., of New York. 
George A. Furness, Jr., of Massachusetts. 
Herbert Donald Gelber, of New York. 
Richard J. Gibson, of Michigan. 
James L. Gorman, of Oregon. 
John M. Gregory, Jr., of New York. 
Ph111p J. Griffin, of the District of 

Columbia. 
John c. Griffith, of Connecticut. 
William H. Hallman, of Texas. 
Miss Jo Ann Hallquist, of Wisconsin. 
Clifford H. Harpe, of Tennessee. 
Miss Ange Belle Hassinger, of Louisiana. 
Ashley C. Hewitt, Jr., of California. 
John W. Holmes, of Massachusetts. 
James R. Holway, of Illinois. 
Michael P. E. Hoyt, of Illinois. 
Martin Jacobs, of New York. 
Alton L. Jenkens, of Massachusetts. 
Warren Mark Johnson, of California. 
Peter E. Juge, of Louisiana. 
Frederick T. Kelley, of Massachusetts. 
Edson W. Kempe, of California. 
James · E. Kerr, Jr., of the District of Co-

lumbia. 
Walter F. Keville II, of Ohio. 
John W. Kimball, of California. 
Robert Kurlander, of New York. 
David C. Lacey, Jr., of Ohio. 
Miss Morelle Lasky, of California. 
Alan F. Lee, of Illinois. 
sam E. Lesher, of Colorado. 
Melvin H. Levine, of Massachusetts. 
Wingate Lloyd, of Pennsylvania. 
RogerS. Lowen, of New York. 
George Q. Lumsden, Jr., of .New Jersey~ 
Edward J. Maguire, Jr., of California. 
Edward J. Malonis, of Massachusetts. 
Wade H. B. Matthews, of North Carolina. 
Henry Ellis Mattox, of Mississippi. 
James A. Mattson, of Minnesota. 
W. Douglas McLain, Jr., of Ill1nois. 
Noble M. Melencamp, of Kansas. 
Stanley R. Miller, Jr., of Florida. 
Herbert T. Mitchell, Jr., of North Carolina. 
John C. Monjo, of Connecticut. 
John T. Morgan, of Illinois. 
Gottfried W. Moser, of New York. 
Robert B. Oakley, of Louisiana. 
Oscar J. Olson, Jr., of Texas. 
Ronald D. Palmer, of Michigan. 
Thomas J. Pape, of Texas. 
Sydney E. Paulson, of Michigan. 
George A. Pavlik, of Iowa. 
John A. Perkins, of California. 
Miss Emily Perreault, of Illinois. 
Lawrence Pezzullo, of N.ew York. 
Homer R. Phelps, Jr., of New York. 
Martin Polstein, of New York. 
Dale M. Povenmire, of Ohio. 
Frederick D. Purdy, of Pennsylvania. 
Walter G. Ramsay, of Virginia. 
William E. Rau, of Missouri. 
Miss Rozanne L. Ridgway, of Minnesota. 
George B. Roberts, Jr .• . of Pennsylvania. 
John T. Rogerson, Jr., of Florida. 
George M. Scanlan, of New York. 
Orvme H. Schmidt, of Minnesota. 
Roger C. Schrader, of Missouri. 
Glenn E. Schweitzer, of Cali!ornia. 
Leslie Andrew Scott, of New York. 
Arthur P. Shankle, Jr., of Texas. 
David D. Shobe, of Dlinols. 
Robert Lee Shuler, of Virginia. 
John P. Shumate, Jr., of California. 
William L. Simmons, of Mississippt 

Clint E. Smith, of New Mexico. 
Joseph L. Smith, of Indiana. 
Walter Burges Smith II, of New York. 
Wayne S. Smith, of California. 
c. Richard Spurgin, of Illinois. 
Linwood R. Starbird, of Maine. 
Andrew L. Steigman, of New York. 
Gerald M. Sutton, of California. 
John J. Taylor, of Tennessee. 
James M. Thomson, of Minnesota. 
Thomas A. Thoreson, of Illinois. 
Donald C. Tice, of Kansas. 
Blaine C. Tueller, of Utah. 
John T. Vanderveen, of California. 
Leonard A. Warren, of California. 
Ronald A. Webb, of California. 
Benjamin Weiner, of New York. 
Alfred J. White. of the District of Co-

lumbia. 
Albert W. Whiting, of Kansas. 
James P. Willis, Jr., of California. 
Dawson S. Wilson, of Florida. 
Herbert Gilman Wing, of Pennsylvania. 
Edward C. Woltman, Jr., of Indiana. 
Brooks Wrampelmeier, of Ohio. 
Edward E. Wright, of Louisiana. 
George Dolgin, of Maryland, for appoint

ment as a Foreign Service officer of class 2, 
a consul, and a secretary in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America. 

The following-named persons for appoint
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 3, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

Merrill M. Blevins, of Kentucky. 
Horace F. Byrne, of New York. 
Edward A. Dow, Jr., of New York. 
Thomas H. Englesby, of the District of 

Columbia. 
Elmer M. Falk, of Virginia. 
Jorma L. Kaukonen, of California. 
James F. Magdanz, of Virginia. 
William J. Tonesk, of Alabama. 
Paul A. Toussaint, of New Hampshire. 
Mrs. Virginia C. Westfall, of Virginia. 
Mrs. Doris S. Whitnack, of Virginia. 
~he following-named persons for appoint· 

ment as Foreign Service officers of class 4, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of Anierica: 

John Royle Baxter, of Maryland. 
George M. Bennsky, of Virginia. 
Irving G. Cheslaw, of Maryland. 
David S. Ennis, of Florida. 
Edzard S. Hermberg, of California. 
Murray E. Jackson, of Illinois. 
John Church Renner, of Ohio. 
W. John Wilson, of California. 
The followill¥-named persons fo~ appoint

ment as Foreign Service omcers of class 6, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

Lawrence H. Harris, of California. 
Harry V. Ryder, Jr., of Pennsylvania. 
Miss Eliza'beth B. Tolman, of Massachu

setts. 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment as Foreign Service officers of class 6, 
vice consuls of career, and , secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America: 

Miss Bernice M. Kelly, of Texas. 
Elwood J. McGuire, of Connecticut. 
Willi~ G. Murphy, of Massachusetts. 
The following-named persons for appoint· 

ment as Foreign Service omcers of class 7, 
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America: 

Burton M. Chadbourne, of the District of 
Columbia. 

Miss Rose M. Dickson, of New York. 
Lyman W. Priest, of Arkansas. 
Miss Marjorie A. Sutton, of Colorado. 
.James A. Verreos, of lWssourl. 
The follow1Dg·named persons for appoint· 

ment as Foreign Service officers of class 8, 

vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America: 

Morton I. Abramowitz, of Massachusetts. 
Francesco J. Alberti, Jr., of California. 
Scott I. Amour, of California. 
Carl A. Bastian!, of Pennsylvania. 
Miss Lyndall G. Beamer, of Illinois. 
Calvin C. Berlin, of Ohio. 
David E. Biltchik, of New York. 
John A. Bushnell, of California. 
David W. Carr, of Massachusetts. 
Anthony S. Dalsimer, of New York. 
V. Raymond Dickey, of South Dakota. 
Richard A. Dugstad, of Virginia. 
Jay P. Freres, of Illinois. 
Miss Marlene W. Futterman, of New York. 
George G. B. Griffin, of South Carolina. 
Miss Lois Haase, of Missouri. 
Gabriel C. Hanson, of Illlnois. 
Pierre M. Hartman, of Colorado. 
Martin G. Heflin, of Florida. 
David C. Holton, of Virginia. 
Richard F. King, of Louisiana. 
Anthony s. Kochanek, Jr., of New Jersey. 
William E. Landfair, of Ohio. 
Paul A. London, of New York. 
David W. McClintock, of California. 
Harry Macy, Jr., of Florida. 
Miss Priscilla E. Mitchell, of Indiana. 
Miss Sandra A. Nelson, of New Jersey. 
Donathan C. Ollitf, of Alabama. 
Gerald G. Oplinger, of Pennsylvania. 
Miss Alison Palmer, of New York. 
Frederick J. Plotrow, of New York. 
Allen Van Potts, of Utah. 
Anthony C. E. Quain ton, of Washington. 
Thomas J. Roesch, of Ohio. 
David Rowe, of Maryland. 
Thomas J. Scanlon, of California. 
Miss Marilyn M. Shepherd, of North Caro-

lina. 
Richard W. Smith, of New York. 
Roger A. Sorenson, of Utah. 
Frederic N. Spotts, of Massachusetts. 
Dirck Teller, of Maryland. 
Richards. Thompson, of Washington. 
George R. Trolles, of Ohio. 
Gary L. Vyne, of Arizona. 
Raymond J. Wach, of Ohio. 
John D. Whiting, of Wisconsin. 
William B. Whitman, Jr., of Ill1no18. 
Roderick M. Wright, of California. 
Arthur J. Laemmerza.hl, of New Jersey, for 

appointment as a Foreign Service omcer of 
class 8, a vice consul of career and a sec
retary in the diplomatic service of the United 
States of America. (This nomination 1s sub
mitted for the purpose of correcting an error 
in the nomination as submitted to the Sen. 
ate on August 4, 1959, and confirmed by the 
Senate on August 12, 1959.) 

The following-named Foreign Service Re
serve omcers to be consuls of the United 
States of America: 

Martin H. Armstrong, of Washington. 
Willard B. Devlin, of Pennsylvania. 
John A. Noon, of Maryland .. . 
Edward Stansbury, of Connecticut. 
Richard P. Mitchell, of Pennsylvania, a 

Foreign Service Reserve omcer, to be a con
sul and a secretary in the diplomatic service 
of the United States of America. 

The following-named Foreign Service Re· 
serve officers to be vice consuls of the United 
States of America: 

Maurice J. Gremillion, of Texas. 
Russell S. Hibbs, of Missouri. 
F. Raymond Senden, of California. 
The following-named Foreign Service Re· 

serve officers to be secretaries in the Diplo
matic Service of the United States of Amer-
ica: . 

Richard T. Akins, of California. 
Edwin U. C. Bohlen, of Maine. 
G. Stanley Brown, of Oklahoma. 
James P. Burke, of Maryland. 
William A. Campbell, of California. 
Harold C. Champeau, of Maryland. 
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Thomas J. Flores, Jr., of New York. 
Joseph E. Lazarsky, of Virginia. 
Robert D. Murphy, of Maryland. 
Oliver M. Silsby, ot Maryland. 
The following-named Foreign Service staft 

officers to be consuls of the United States of 
America: 

Roger K. Ackley, of Maryland. 
Arthur c. Bartlett, of Connecticut. 
William L. Green, Jr., of North Carolina. 
Preston Valien, of Tennessee. 

U.S. ARMY 

The following-named officer under the pro
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility designated by 
the President under subsection (a) of sec
tion 3066, in rank as follows: 

Maj. Gen. John Albert Dabney, 016602, 
U.S. Army, in the rank of lieutenant general. 

The following-named officers under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 3066, to be assigned to ·positions of 
importance and responsibility designated by 
the President under subsection (a) of sec
tion 3066,in rank as follows: 

Lt. Gen. James Edward Moore, 015650, 
Army of the United States (major general, 
U.S. Army), in the rank of general. 

Maj. Gen. Earle Gilmore Wheeler, 018715, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army), in the rank of lieutenant general. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

University of Hartford 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PRESCOTT BUSH 
OF CONNEC'l'ICUT 

m THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 19, 1960 
Mr. · BUSH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement 
which I have prepared, for the informa
tion of the Congress and other readers 
Of the RECORD. 

We in Connecticut are proud of the 
rapid development and growth of the 
University of Hartford. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

UNIVERSITY OF HARTFORD 

The growth and development of the Uni
versity of Hartford, in Connecticut, is a 
noteworthy example o:f the effectiveness of 
private initiative in alleviating the· shortage 
of facilities in the field of higher education. 

The University of Hartford was formed in · 
1957 through a combination of three well
established institutions-Hartford Art 
School, Hartt College of Music, and Hillyer 
College, including its technical institute
the Ward School o;! Electronics. 

Over 10,000 students are now enrolled at 
the University of Hartford, Connecticut's 
largest nontax supported educational insti
tution, advancing their education in the 
fields of engineering, education, business 
administration, liberal arts, music, fine arts, 
and other fields. 

SENATE 
MoNDAY, FEBRUARY 22,1960 

(Legislative day of Monday, February 
. 15,1960) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore. 

The Reverend Walter G. J. Hards, 
Th. D., rector, St. David's Episcopal 
Church, Baltimore, Md., offered the fol- . 
lowing prayer: 

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, 
who hast given us this good land for 
our heritage, we humbly beseech Thee 
that we may always prove ourselves a 
people mindful of Thy favor by striving 
to do Thy will. Save us from seeking 

Classes at the university are now being 
held in owned or leased facilities which are 
widely scattered, principally in the city of 
Hartford. Through private initiative and 
private fundraising efforts, 250 acres of land 
have been acquired on which a modern, fully 
integrated university campus will be built. 

In the 1960 "Report to the People o.f 
Connecticut From the Founders of the Uni
versity of Hartford" there is comment that 
will interest the American people and point 
the way toward the solution of one of our 
most urgent problems. 

Alan Tompkins, Dr. Moshe Paranov and 
Dr. Alan s. Wilson, the administrators of 
these three colleges respectively, have this 
to say: "In many parts of the country the 
great increase expected in college enroll
ments in the next few years is being viewed 
with a pessimistic alarm which is certainly 
not justified. In Connecticut these increas
ing numbers o;! young men and women, 
eager for advanced education, are welcomed 
joyously for the strength they represent in 
our State and for the challenge presented 
by their need for education." 

I commend to the· Senate the University of 
Hartford for its forward-looking attitude. 
Thanks to the leadership o.f men such as 
Alfred C. Fuller, head of the Fuller Brush 
Co., more than $3 million has been raised 
toward creating a new university campus. 
A general classroom building and central 
heating plant are now under construction 
and another building started by the end of 
the year is a possibility, according to Austin 
D. Barney, chairman, university building 
and development committees. 

There are no dormitories in the building 
plans of the University of Hartford. All 
money contributed goes into classrooms, 
laboratory, and other instructional fac111ties. 
Students attending its classes commute. 
They live at home and by so doing they save 

easy solutions to perplexing problems, 
and from making simple matters into 
insoluble difficulties. 

Grant wisdom and understanding to 
these, Thy servants, to whom has been 
entrusted the authority of government, 
that our Nation may be saved from con
fusion and complacency, from material
ism and myopia, from pride and preju
dice, and from violence and vassalage. 
Defend our liberties from the machina
tions of every foe, and liberate our de
fenders from the fatigue of every frus
tration. 

Give to each one of us a due sense of 
our traditions, forged on the anvil of sac
rifice, sagacity, and suffering, that we 
may preserve them inviolate for those 
who shall follow us. We thank Thee, 0 
God, fo.r the Father of our Nation; for his 
honesty, his humanity, and his humility. 
We thank Thee, 0 Lord, for the count-

about 50 percent of the cost of a college 
education. 

In the American tradition is the fact that 
70 percent of these students hold .jobs in 
addition to their studies. 

To the people of this Nation, the Univer
sity of Hartford can be cited as an example 
of America's ab111ty to solve its problems-in 
this instance the tremendous wave of college 
enrollments due to our population explosion. 
At the same time the university stands ·as 
a tribute to our young people who, by their 
own efforts, are determined to secure the 
benefits of a college education. 

In this same founders report, University 
Chancellor Vincent Brown Coffin states that 
building a new campus goes hand-in-hand 
with the educational program. "The second 
is the more important," Chancellor Coffin 
said, "but it cannot function without the 
first." 

The University of Hartford, as pointed out 
by Chancellor Coffin, has 230 founders who 
are men of leadership within the State. In 
the Chancellor's words: "They have dedi
cated themselves to the deep concern shared 
by most of our citizens that Connecticut 
shall become an even better place to live." 
As one of the founders of the university I 
heartily associate myself with his statement. 

It should be of interest to the Members of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
that such a significant accomplishment has 
come about in the field of education through 
private initiative. 

Perhaps it can serve as a model for the 
establishment of other community colleges 
and universities throughout the land. In 
this way we may alleviate the critical short
age of facilities for higher education, 'simul
taneously preserving the historic tradition 
of education free from Government control. 

This is America as we all like to think of 
it: people, young and old, joined in a volun
tary effort for the common good. 

less men and women of past generations 
whose dedicated service has made our 
Nation strong and free. We thank Thee, 
0 Father, for the opportunity of serving 
Thee in our day as they did in theirs . . 

May Thy spirit direct this Senate as 
it seeks understanding. May Thy grace 
make the pertinent issues clear. May 
Thy presence enable this body to solve 
the problems which confront it. 

These prayers and thanksgivings we 
offer unto Thee, 0 Father Almighty, to 
the glory of Thy holy name, through 
Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen. · 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri

. day, February ·19, 1960, was dispensed 
with. 
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